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The Relationship between School Connectedness and Bullying Victimization in
Secondary School Students
Janet Urbanski
ABSTRACT
Bullying is a complex behavior that can cause academic and social problems for
students and can contribute to a negative school climate. Students who feel isolated or do
not feel connected to their school may experience similar risks to those who are
victimized by peers. Recent school violence incidents have led to an increase in bullying
behavior research. The importance of the school climate is also emerging in educational
discourse prompting a growth of research in school connectedness and positive
relationships. However, research on the impact that relationships and school
connectedness may have on bullying victimization at school is limited.
This is a secondary analysis of a national data set from the 2005 administration of
the National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement. The study focused
on the relationship between school connectedness and bullying victimization and whether
gender, race, grade level, and academic achievement moderate the relationship. The role
of relationships in bullying victimization was considered.
Weighted regression analyses were conducted to determine the relationship
between bullying behaviors and school connectedness and to identify the combination of
factors that may influence the relationship. Components of school connectedness
identified through factor analysis were statistically significant predictors of occurrence
viii

and frequency of bullying victimization, but accounted for a very small amount of
variance in the outcome. Adding demographic variables of race, gender, grade level, and
academic achievement produced a slight increase in the proportion of variance accounted
for. Race did not have a statistically significant impact on occurrence of bullying
victimization; neither race nor gender was statistically significant in variance of
frequency of bullying victimization. Peer relationships proved to be statistically
significant in bullying victimization frequency but neither adult-student nor peer
relationships were statistically related to bullying victimization occurrence. Overall,
school connectedness predicted a very small proportion of variance in occurrence and
frequency of bullying victimization, suggesting that bullying prevention efforts should
include strategies beyond those to improve a student’s sense of connectedness to school.
A comprehensive approach is needed to address bullying in schools effectively.
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Chapter One
Introduction
Imagine that you are in school and very much alone. Every day you dread
tomorrow and you have to drag yourself to class where children tease and
taunt and point at you. The more you squirm, the sweeter the chase. There
is no escape and hardly anyone ever comes to your assistance. Sometimes
a child does not have to have a particular physical trait for other children
to hone in on, sometimes they just pick someone for the heck of it and hate
becomes infectious with group leaders and their followers within a school
(Dellasega, 2001, p. 85).
Many school environments are confronted with bullying, sexual harassment, and
mean spirited teasing that have become a normative process poisoning the climates of
schools (Sprague & Walker, 2005) depriving children of the right to be educated in an
environment that is both physically and emotionally safe. If students are afraid to attend
school or spend time at school worrying about safety rather than academics, they can not
learn. A climate of safety, respect, and emotional support in schools not only helps to
diminish the possibility of targeted violence in schools, it impacts academic achievement
as well (Fein, Vossekuil, Pollack, Borum, Modzeleski, & Reddy, 2002). Therefore, it can
no longer be viewed as an either or proposition; academics and safety are both essential
components of educational discourse. Regrettably, since academic standards,
1

accountability, and high stakes testing have become common dialogue in American
schools, educators can be so keyed into curriculum that they forget the importance of the
classroom and school climate even though real learning can only take place when the
climate is positive and the children feel secure, respected, confident, and safe (Abourjilie,
2000).
Fear of harm or embarrassment creates a threat which shuts down the learning
process (Mendler, 2001). In contrast, achievement is increased when the culture of a
school supports learning for both students and adults (Walker & Lambert in Lambert, et
al., 1995). Additionally, educators who have a positive relationship with students have
better discipline and more time for instruction (Mendler) resulting in higher achievement.
Knowing this, the traditional focus of school discipline is changing from a focus on
student behavior to a concentration on emotional and physical safety of the school
community (Calabrese, 2000).
In order to ensure that no child is left behind, we have to first ensure
that each child is safe at school. It is critical that schools are places
where student feel safe, respected and able to share their concerns
openly without fear of shame or punishment. It is essential that
students connect positively with at least one caring adult, and also that
they get the emotional support they need to break the pervasive and
dangerous code of silence that sways today’s youth (Paige, 2002).
Connection through human relationships is a vital component of a safe school
environment that works to bond students with each other and with the adults charged with
meeting their educational needs (Fein, et al., 2002). In addition, children’s peer
2

relationships are an essential contributor to their social-emotional and cognitive
development; maladaptive peer relations in childhood strongly predict negative outcomes
including school drop-out, delinquency, and mental health problems (Shea, 2003).
Educators can develop this connection with students and enhance peer relationships by
creating personal connections characterized by trust, academic connections consisting of
strategies to encourage success in content areas, and social connections among students
(Mendler, 2001).
Bullying in schools works in opposition to efforts to create this type of safe and
healthy learning environment. Research shows a relationship between student bullying
and school issues such as academic achievement, school bonding, and absenteeism
(Telljohann, 2003). Anti-social behaviors including bullying, harassment, and
victimization compete directly with the instructional mission of schools resulting in
decreased achievement (Sprague & Walker, 2005). The bullying cycle becomes an
obstacle to learning, self-development, and effective citizenship (Morrison, 2002) and
can contribute to a climate of fear and intimidation in schools. This can be compounded
when the bullying is encouraged and supported by the presence and attention of
bystanders. When teachers and students participate in bullying and harassment or witness
the actions and do nothing, they are sending the message that it is acceptable (Olweus,
Limber, Mullin-Rindler, Riese, & Snyder, 2004). This perpetuates an unhealthy and
unsafe environment for all students. When a child feels unsafe, that child is vulnerable to
anxiety and a diminished capacity to discover, to remember, and to find joy in the process
of learning (Cohen, 1999).
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Problem Statement
Students must feel safe in order to learn (Abourjilie, 2000; Fein, et al., 2002).
Unfortunately, reality for many students is a school day filled with fear, intimidation and
the ridicule of bullying. Comments from several middle school students draw attention to
what is real life for many students (J. Reubens, personal communication, February 8,
2007). “There are some kids that always make fun of me. Calling me names and saying
that I make everyone’s life miserable. They talk behind my back and exclude me from
everything. I just don’t know what to do.” “He smashed a package of crackers in my face
and then crushed them on me and dumped the crumbs over my head.” “They tell me that
no one likes me and they tell everyone to hate me. If they see I’m happy they make me
sad on purpose. I need help!”
I have been bullied in school. Not any violence, just a shove now
and then. And name calling, mostly because of my last name.
Some people think it is fine and that no harm is done, but it does,
deep down, hurt my feelings.
A final example highlights the anxiety and long lasting consequences suffered by
students who experience bullying victimization.
I’ve gotten bullied a lot 4th grade through 8th grade. Of course it
doesn’t happen any more but…all the damage is done. I just can’t
get rid of all the stress that has built up inside of me. I just…need
some help before it’s too late and before I lose it all…
Researchers in the area of school safety have consistently shown that the lack of
physical and/or emotional safety is likely to result in negative educational outcomes
4

including violence, truancy, and poor academic performance (McEvoy & Welker, 2001;
Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, & Walberg, 2004) whereas a sense of belonging to a
school community has a positive impact on academic performance as well as
psychological adjustment (Kent, 2003). More specifically, research in the area of bullying
prevention highlights the negative outcomes of bullying and victimization including an
increased risk of mental health disorders, antisocial behavior, and poor academic
achievement (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Mishna, 2003; Olweus, 1993; Telljohann, 2003).
Despite this knowledge, there is an increased emphasis on academic achievement that
ignores the importance of school climate and the negative impact of bullying behaviors.
Much of the formal research on bullying has occurred in Scandinavia, Great
Britain, and Japan. However, within the last decade, there has been an increasing
awareness in the United States that bullying is a serious form of peer violence that
plagues the school system. Following the school shootings such as those at Columbine
and Santana high schools and the Secret Service findings that two-thirds of all the school
shooters since 1974 had been victims of bullying prior to the shootings (Brady, 2001),
bullying has jumped to the forefront as an issue that schools must deal with and work
to prevent. Bullying can no longer be viewed as a right of passage because teasing,
name-calling, and harassment that is not stopped often escalates to threats and
physical violence. Furthermore, frustrated parents are suing school districts for failing to
protect their children from harassment and abuse (Shariff, 2005).
Concurrently with the issue of bullying in schools, academic standards and high
stakes testing have become a primary focus in American schools. A driving force behind
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this accountability movement is the Federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 that
requires all states to measure each public school's and district's achievement and establish
annual achievement targets for the state with the overarching goal of all students meeting
or exceeding standards in reading and mathematics by 2014 (U.S. Department of
Education, Office of the Under Secretary, 2003). However, education driven by high
stakes testing ignores the intricacy of human beings and dismisses the complexity of the
teaching and learning process. The test scores at Columbine High School were among the
highest in Colorado, highlighting the fact that a narrow focus on improving test scores
makes it more difficult for teachers to get to know their students well (Kohn, 2004) and
offers little consideration for the heterogeneous population of students that must be
educated in our public schools. Social emotional learning theory suggests that learning is
relationship centered, compelling teachers to know their students, show concern for their
academic progress and create a caring classroom environment (Ragozzino, Resnik,
Utene-Obrien, & Weissberg, 2003). A safe school environment is one where students are
able to know and to trust and to be known and trusted by adults (Kohn).
With the recent emphasis on accountability and high stakes testing, society seems
to be indifferent to the basic foundations of children’s well being and the role the school
plays in educating the whole child. Even though learning can only take place when
children feel physically and emotionally safe, these areas have traditionally been treated
as separate conditions. It is essential that educators find ways to support students’
emotional well being as well as finding ways to support their academic achievement.

6

Purpose
The study focused on the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness. Considering previous bullying research as well as risk and protective
factor research, the study examined whether the presence of school connectedness serves
as a protective factor diminishing bullying victimization. Gender, race, grade level, and
academic achievement were considered as moderating factors. The role that adult to
student and peer to peer relationships play in the bullying phenomenon was also
investigated. The study looked at relationship differences by investigating whether a
student’s level of school connectedness predicted bullying victimization. Finally, it
identified risk and protective factors that may allow educators to target students at risk of
victimization for proactive intervention as well as indicating prevention efforts at the
school level. The earlier the bully/victim pattern can be broken, the less negative the
effects will be. The results of this study may provide information to guide educators as
they develop and modify bullying prevention programs to meet the needs of all children.

Rationale of the Study
The environment in a school impacts how students learn and teachers teach. A
positive school climate has been shown to have an influence on student behavior,
including achievement, with both student-peer and student-teacher relationships
positively correlated to student academic achievement (Niebuhr, 1999). According to
Social Emotional Learning theory, when schools attend systematically to the students’
social and emotional needs, the academic achievement of children increases, incidents of
problem behavior decrease, and quality of relationships surrounding the child improves
7

(Elias, et al., 1997). Therefore it is imperative that school districts pay attention to the
social and emotional needs of students as well as their academic achievement.
The prevention field lacks a sufficient research base to characterize the
effectiveness of most types of activities in schools intended to reduce or prevent
delinquency or problem behavior (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 2001). Although a
significant amount of research exists regarding academic achievement and an increasing
amount of research is emerging that concludes that school climate matters, few
comprehensive studies exist that have investigated the reciprocal relationship between
school climate and academic achievement. None investigate bullying as a mitigating
factor in the relationship.

Research Questions
Based on social emotional learning theory and risk and protective factor research,
this study analyzed data from the 2005 National Crime Victimization Survey School
Crime Supplement (see Appendix A) to examine whether a relationship exists between
bullying victimization and school connectedness. It investigated whether factors such as
grade level, race, gender, or academic achievement level have an effect on the
relationship. The role positive adult student relationships and peer relationships have in
victimization in school were also examined. The research questions addressed in this
study were:
1. What is the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness?
a. Is the frequency of bullying victimization related to the level of
8

connectedness a student has with school?
b. Does the level of connectedness of students who report no experience of
bullying victimization differ from the level of connectedness of students
who report bullying victimization?
c. Is the relationship between occurrences of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
d. Is the relationship between frequency of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
2. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of adult-student relationships
that a student develops?
3. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of peer relationships that a
student develops?
4. Does the impact of adult-student relationships on the frequency of bullying
victimization differ from the impact of peer relationships on the frequency of
bullying victimization?

Definitions
Bullying
For the purpose of this study, bullying is defined as repeated behavior that is
intended to harm or disturb another person. It is proactive aggression that usually occurs
without provocation or threat on the part of the victim (Olweus, 2003) and involves
9

an imbalance of power with a more powerful person physically or emotionally attacking
a less powerful one (Nansel, Overpeck, Ramani, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt,
2001). Bullying encompasses a spectrum of aggressive behaviors ranging from overt acts
of physical violence to more subtle patterns of verbal or relational cruelty (Feinberg,
2003) and can be categorized as four types of victimization as defined in Table 1.

Table 1
Definitions of Bullying Victimization
Type

Definition

Physical

Harm to another’s person or property

Verbal

Taunting, teasing, name calling, extortion, or threats

Relational Aggression

Harm to another’s self esteem or group acceptance

Cyberbullying

Using technology to harass or intimidate another person

A key difference between behavior defined as antisocial and that considered to be
bullying is the persistent repeated nature of the behavior that occurs between the
perpetrator and the victim. Youth identified as antisocial tend to direct their aggression in
a random fashion and towards large pools of potential targets whereas bullying is directed
towards a specific individual (Sprague & Walker, 2005).

Victimization
Bullying victimization is the experience among children of being a target of the
aggressive behavior of other children (Hawker & Boulton, 2000). A student who is
10

bullied, the victim, is defined as a person who is repeatedly exposed to negative actions
from peers in the form of physical attacks, verbal assaults, or psychological abuse
(Olweus, 1993).

School Climate
School climate is the shared perceptions of a school and consists of the attitudes,
beliefs, values, and norms that underlie the instructional practices and operations of a
school (Welker, 2000). It embodies the physical and psychological environment of a
school with a specific link to student academic achievement (Niebuhr, 1999) and can be
defined as the pervasive quality of a school environment experienced by students and
staff which affects their behaviors (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004). Elements of the school
environment that contribute to the school climate include continuous academic and social
growth, levels of respect, trust and integrity, morale and cohesiveness, caring,
opportunities for input (Rinehart, 1993), level of orderliness, degree of satisfaction
experienced, amount of productivity possible, sense of belonging (Florida Department of
Education, 2002), and degree of connectedness (Doan, Roggenbaum, & Lazear, 2003).
This study focused on one aspect of school climate, school connectedness.

School Connectedness
In this study, school connectedness refers to a student’s relationship to school and
is defined as a component of school climate that creates a feeling of belonging to the
school and being accepted by others (Blum, 2005; Blum & Libbey, 2004; Nakammura,
2000; Perlstein, 2004). It includes students’ experiences of caring at school and a sense of
11

closeness to school personnel and environment (Smith, 2004). It involves the student’s
comfort level at school and comes from the feeling that adults there care about them. In
alignment with the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, school
connectedness includes the degree to which students feel close to people at school, are
happy to be at school, and feel like a part of the school (Libbey, 2004). It is a function of
attachment, interpersonal support, and experiences of belonging and includes the acts of
giving back to, being involved with, and being affectively invested in other people, places
and activities (Gerler, 2004). Although connectedness to friends is a component of
school connectedness, it can have a different impact on student behavior. Gerler reports
that a strong connectedness to friends paired with a low connectedness to school
increases the student’s risk for engaging in violence. Therefore, peer relationships were
also considered separately in this study.

Social Emotional Learning
Social emotional learning is rooted in the fields of medicine and psychology and
supports a school-based emphasis on emotional development (Halford, 1996). It is the
process through which children develop the skills necessary to acquire social and
emotional competence and addresses the student’s ability to understand, manage and
express the emotional aspects of life in ways that enable successful management of life
tasks (Elias, et al., 1997).

12

Risk and Protective Factors
Risk factors are any condition that increases a child’s likelihood of engaging in
unsafe behaviors. Risk factors function in a cumulative manner with the number of risk
factors positively correlated to the likelihood that a child will engage in delinquent
behaviors (Introduction to Risk Factors and Protective Factors, n.d.). Protective factors
are any condition that promotes healthy behaviors and decreases the chance that a child
will engage in unsafe behavior. Protective factors are generally the opposite of the risk
factors that make it likely for a child to engage in risky behavior. Risk and protective
factors are typically organized into five categories: individual, family, school, peer group,
and community. Given the scope of this study, only school level factors were considered.
School level indicators are listed in Table 2 (Introduction to risk factors and protective
factors, n.d.).

Academic Achievement
Academic achievement is defined as adequate progress towards meeting state
content and performance standards. For the purpose of this study, academic achievement
level is defined by the students’ self-report of their letter grade average over the past
school year. Previous research has shown that although self reported grades tend to be
slightly inflated, they highly correlate (r = .78) with official transcripts (Dornbusch,
Ritter, Leiderman, Mont, Reynaud, & Chen, 1990).
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Table 2
School Level Indicators of Risk and Protective Factors
Risk Factors

Protective Factors

Low academic achievement

Academic achievement

Negative attitude toward school

Student bonding and connectedness

Low bonding, low school attachment

Opportunities and reward for prosocial

Truancy, frequent absences

involvement

Suspensions

Clear standards and rules

Inadequate school climate

High expectations for students

Identified as learning disabled

Presence and involvement of caring

Frequent school transitions

supportive adults

Delimitations and Limitations
Conducting secondary data analysis offers the benefits of large, complex surveys
including a large sample size, increased power, and generalizability due to the
representation of the population (McCall & Applebaum, 1991). In contrast, a commonly
noted concern of secondary data analysis is the verity that the data were collected for
purposes other than the purpose of the secondary analysis. Given that the data typically
has been collected for a different purpose, an existing data source is rarely a perfect
match necessitating a balance between compromise and gains (McCall & Appelbaum).
Although the advantages and disadvantages inherent to secondary analysis also apply in
this study, the use of existing data is a non-intrusive means of analysis (Yegidis &
14

Weinbach, 1991) and can be valuable in terms of the number of subjects and variables
assessed (McCall & Appelbaum). With this in mind, several limitations to this study
must be noted. Although the sample is nationally representative, it is not a random
sample. The School Crime Supplement is a sample survey so non response bias can affect
the strength and application of data. As a self report survey, unit non response may have
also biased results. The survey is read to respondents so students do not have the
opportunity to respond anonymously. Respondents may have reported on victimization
that occurred outside the six month reference period, artificially inflating the report. The
survey lists bullying incidents as single points in time rather than a state of victimization
which may have resulted in the report being artificially deflated. Respondent’s recall of
bullying episodes may have been inaccurate leading to an underestimate of victimization.
Finally, the survey did not include cyberbullying as an extension of bullying behavior
which may have artificially deflated the results of the survey. To the extent that parents
refused their child’s participation, students chose not to participate, failed to answer some
questions, or provided false or misleading responses, a less reliable basis to form
generalizations may have resulted. Thus, conclusions are delimited; if a different
population was included, results may differ.

Significance of the Study
A major mental health concern facing our nation is the early identification and
prevention of antisocial behavior in youth (Miller, Brehm, & Whitehouse, 1998). Social
withdrawal, excessive feelings of isolation and rejection, victim of violence, feelings of
being picked on and persecuted, low interest in school, and patterns of impulsive and
15

chronic bullying behavior are included as early warning signs for violence in Early
Warning, Timely Response: A Guide for Safe Schools (Dwyer, Osher, & Warger, 1998).
In comparison, emphasis on positive relationships among students and staff and open
discussion of safety issues are listed as characteristics of safe schools. Supportive and
caring relationships promote academic motivation in schools but less is known about the
influence of school connectedness on adolescent health risk behaviors (McNeely & Falci,
2004).
Participants in a learning community are connected in their learning and their
work. Understanding this community and its context is at the core of building a safe
school (Calabrese, 2000). In public school classrooms there are a representative mix of
values and cultures; educators are responsible for building learning communities that
consist of students who may have nothing more in common than attending the same
school. Teachers and administrators must ensure that each student feels a sense of safety
and well-being to participate fully and equally in the educational process (McEwan,
2000). When problems stay unresolved, the whole community suffers (Lambert, Collay,
Dietz, Kent, & Richert, 1996).
A safe school environment results from the collaboration among administrators,
teachers, parents, and students (Calabrese, 2000). If schools promote a sense of caring
and fairness for all, the members of the school will have a greater opportunity to meet the
standards of a civil and caring community (Vincent, Wangard, & Weimer, 2004).
Successful interventions focus on a reduction of stressful events, a change in normative
belief about approval of aggression, and teaching coping and social skills (Batsche,
2000). Understanding and evaluation of characteristics of the larger school context allow
16

educators to become aware of the school wide risk or protective factors that may
influence intervention outcomes and trends in student or staff behavior and attitudes that
call for systemic intervention efforts (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004).
Considering the consequences of bullying behavior and the impact the school
environment has on its members, an increased knowledge of school connectedness as a
factor associated with bullying victimization is needed. Results of this study enhance the
knowledge of school connectedness by providing information that can be used in the
development of successful bullying prevention and intervention programs designed to
address the needs of all the students in the school.

Summary
The emotional well being and physical safety of students are an integral part of a
successful learning environment. A student’s sense of belonging to school along with the
development of positive adult to student and peer to peer relationships can impact
educational outcomes. Bullying is a phenomenon that potentially interferes with the
healthy social emotional development of students thus impacting academic success.
Bullying behavior can have negative consequences for the individual student as well as
the school climate creating an unhealthy learning environment for students who
experience bullying victimization. This secondary analysis of data from the 2005
National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement investigated the
relationship between school connectedness and bullying victimization and the impact of
gender, race, grade, and academic achievement on the relationship. Chapter 1 provided
the purpose and rationale of the study along with an introduction to the problem
17

addressed in the study. Research questions, definitions of terms, and delimitations and
limitations of the study were presented. The chapter concluded with an explanation of the
significance of the study.
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Chapter Two
Literature Review
Traditionally, bullying behavior in schools has been ignored or viewed as a
normal rite of passage that all children must go through; however there is evidence to
show that bullying can have serious consequences for all involved (Florida Office of Safe
and Healthy Schools, 2005). Research over the past decade shows that low level,
underlying violence in schools may not be as overtly threatening as weapons but occurs
with greater frequency and has a profound impact on a student’s emotional health and
school performance (Dupper & Adams, 2002). Bullying behavior is an example of this
type of violence that influences a school’s climate, thereby impacting all students at the
school. In addition, there is an increasing amount of research that shows a correlation
between students engaging in bullying behavior and engaging in subsequent violence.
Much of the early research in bullying focused on identifying characteristics that
differentiate bullies and victims from one another and from those not involved in the
behavior (Greene, 2003). More recently, research has examined individual level
predictors related to bullying but school level predictors have not been thoroughly
investigated (Sanders & Phye, 2004). Research in the area of school climate and school
connectedness is also emerging. Typically it is related to school violence. The role each
plays in bullying and its subsequent impact on academics is minimal.
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Although educational literature indicates a correlation between antisocial behavior
and academic failure, they are commonly treated as separate conditions (Welker, 2000).
Social emotional learning theory takes exception to this disconnect by stressing the
importance of the affective aspect of education as well as the academic (Weissberg &
O’Brien, 2004). Similarly, risk and protective factor research provides insight on the
factors contributing to a positive school climate, highlighting the importance of positive
interpersonal relationships with both peers and adults (Resnick, Ireland, & Borowsky,
2004). Numerous researchers have supported the premise of the protective impact of
adult relationships for young people (Commission on Children at Risk, 2003) suggesting
that adult relationships are integral to school connectedness. However, the impact adult
relationships and connectedness may have on bullying victimization at school is not
addressed. There is a gap in the literature as to the interrelationship of these factors.
This chapter is divided into six sections. The first two sections provide an
overview of social emotional learning theory and risk and protective factor research. The
next section is a review of the literature on bullying behavior. The fourth section
addresses the significance of positive interpersonal relationships in the school setting.
The fifth section focuses on the role of the school environment. The final section is
dedicated to one specific area of school climate, school connectedness.

Social Emotional Learning Theory
Social emotional learning is the process through which children learn to recognize
and manage emotions and is based on the assumption that optimal learning emerges from
supportive and challenging relationships (Weissberg & O’Brien, 2004). It focuses on the
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ability to understand, manage, and express the emotional aspects of one’s life in ways
that enable successful management of life tasks including learning (Elias, et al., 1997).
Social emotional learning activities allow students to develop social and
emotional competence, defined as a student’s ability to handle emotions, problem solve
and maintain positive relationships effectively (Ragozzino, et al., 2003). The
Collaborative to Advance Social and Emotional Learning identified competencies
essential to the successful social and emotional development of youth: awareness of self
and others; positive attitudes and values; responsible decision making; and social
interaction skills (Payton, Wardlaw, Graczyk, Bloodworth, Tompsett, & Weissberg,
2000). The competencies are further defined in Table 3.

Table 3
Social Emotional Learning Competencies
Competency
Self awareness

Definition
Recognition of one’s emotions, strengths, self efficacy and
self confidence

Social awareness

Empathy, respecting others, ability to see other’s perceptions

Self management

Impulse control, motivation, and goal setting

Relationship skills

Cooperation and communication

Decision making

Evaluation, reflection, and responsibility

Principles of social emotional learning theory provide a conceptual framework to
address a school’s academic activities as well as prevention initiatives (Weissberg &
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O’Brien, 2004). Addressing social emotional learning in schools develops caring
classroom environments, contributes to the development of positive relationships, and
provides students with personal skills such as managing emotions and developing
motivation, working cooperatively, and setting academic goals (Ragozzino et. al., 2003).
Dating back to 1918, the National Education Association listed seven aims of education:
health, command of fundamental processes, worthy home membership, vocation,
citizenship, worthy use of leisure time, and ethical character suggesting that promoting
academic competence should be accompanied by development of the other aims
(Noddings, 2005). More recently, research on school culture and school effectiveness
indicates that providing for the whole student contributes to the success of effective
schools and school improvement (Sergiovanni, 1992). Effective schools focus on
academics. However, recognizing that learning problems are systemic, the school does
everything possible to attend to the developmental, physical, and social needs of its
students. Caring is viewed as a key to academic success (Sergiovanni).
An expanding body of research demonstrates that social emotional learning is
integral to academic learning. Social emotional learning programs provide instruction
that enhances students’ ability to recognize and to manage emotions, appreciate other’s
perspectives, establish goals, problem solve, and develop successful interpersonal skills
(Payton, et al., 2000). A meta-analysis of 165 studies examining the effectiveness of
prevention activities found that social emotional learning programs increased school
attendance and decreased dropout rates (Wilson, Gottfredson, & Najaka, 2001).
Confirming these results, a quantitative analysis of more than 300 studies on social
emotional learning found that children who are given clear behavioral standards and are
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taught social skills feel safe, valued, and challenged resulting in better academic
performance, better attendance, and more constructive behavior (Zins, et al., 2004).
Research in the field of neuropsychology supports the idea that learning is relational and
social emotional skills are necessary for development of cognitive activities. Brain
research shows that optimal learning takes place in an emotional and behavioral context
and that memory is linked to social and emotional situations (Elias, et al., 1997).
Highlighting the importance of the social emotional aspect of learning, the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development position paper on School
Safety and Violence states that educators should create safe schools that are emotional
and intellectual centers of their community and develop positive and trusting
relationships with students (Halford, 1996). When students view the environment as
hostile, they are likely to dislike the class, teacher, and classmates (Ecstrom, Goertz,
Pollack, & Rock, 1986). An environment of fear creates an atmosphere of distrust and
promotes anxiety, stress, and depression. Under conditions of real or imagined threat or
high anxiety, there is a loss of focus on learning and a reduction in the ability to problem
solve (Elias, et al., 1997). Without a feeling of physical and emotional safety and
security, students will find it difficult to move beyond fear and anxiety to explore new
challenges willingly (Ecstrom, et. al). Addressing social emotional learning contributes to
a safe learning environment where children can learn.

Risk and Protective Factors
Risk and protective factors are factors in a young person’s life that contribute,
either positively or negatively, to the extent of his or her involvement in health risk
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behaviors. Whether biological or environmental, risk and protective factors transcend
socioeconomic status and ethnicity and represent continuing interactions between the
child and the environment from birth through adolescence (Robins & Rutter, 1990). Risk
factors are not causal factors; rather they are conditions that increase the likelihood of an
individual engaging in risk behaviors (Florida Department of Education, 1998). In
comparison, protective factors are the events, opportunities, and experiences that
diminish or buffer against the likelihood of involvement in risky behaviors (Resnick,
Ireland, & Borowsky, 2004). According to noted resilience researcher, Werner (1994),
protective factors have a stronger influence on individuals who grow up and overcome
adversity than do the risk factors that are present in their lives. Protective factors are
called upon when necessary but have to be in place prior to being needed. A significant
difference between risk and protective factors is that risk factors may lead directly to a
disorder but protective factors only operate when a risk is present (Clark, 1995).
However, it is important to note that protective factors are central to understanding how
to reduce the impact of risk factors and how to encourage positive behavior and social
development (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992).
Risk and protective factors can be categorized into several spheres of influence:
individual, family, peer, school, and community (Minnesota Department of Health, 2002;
Florida Department of Education; 1998; Hawkins, et al., 1992). Individual factors that
impact a child’s health and well being can be determined biologically or socially and
include a view of self, attitudes and beliefs, sense of future, and ability to interact socially
with others. Hawkins, et al. also list gender, personality, and intelligence as innate
characteristics that may help protect a child exposed to risk factors. Their research
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indicates that outgoing children and bright children are more protected than peers who do
not have these characteristics. Additionally, males were more likely to engage in health
risk behaviors in adolescence than females. Family factors incorporate the level of family
conflict, stability, and supervision. Peer influence is either direct or indirect and includes
the attitudes and behaviors of peers or the perception of their attitude and behaviors.
School factors center around a feeling of connectedness to school and academic success.
Finally, the community influence involves a sense of belonging to the community as well
as the levels of poverty and violence within the community. The five domains are further
described in Table 4 (Florida Department of Education, 1998).

Table 4
Risk and Protective Factors
Domain
Individual

Family

Peers

Risk factor

Protective factor

Early aggressive behavior

Self control

Low behavioral inhibition

Religiosity

Poor cognitive development

Problem solving skills

Victimization, exposure to violence

Resilient temperament

Lack of supervision

Monitoring

Family violence

Stability

Familial antisocial behaviors

Clear expectations

Poor family bonding

Family bonding

Peer rejection

Academic competence

Deviant peers

Positive peer group
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Table 4 (continued). Risk and Protective Factors
Domain

School

Risk factor

Protective factor

Substance abuse

Parental approval

Failure to bond with school

Bonding with school

Low expectations/achievement

High expectations

Truancy

Opportunities for
Involvement

Community

Suspensions

Clear standards/rules

Frequent transitions

Supportive adults

Poverty

Economically stable

Concentration of deviant youth

Neighborhood cohesion

Access to weapons

Visible law enforcement

Risk and protective factors can affect children at different stages of development
(NIDA, n.d.). Early risks, such as aggressive behavior, can be changed or prevented with
family, school, and community interventions that focus on helping children develop
appropriate, positive behaviors. If not addressed, negative behaviors can lead to more
risks, such as academic failure and social difficulties (NIDA).
Research on risk factors reveals several common risk elements that increase the
likelihood that a youth will engage in risk behaviors including violence. According to a
Search Institute (1991) survey of 47,000 youth in grades 6 through 12, common
behaviors that potentially limit successful development during adolescence include:
involvement with alcohol, tobacco, illicit drugs; early onset sexual activity;
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depression/suicide; anti-social behaviors; poor school attendance; and the desire to drop
out of school.
Expanding on the idea of common elements related to risk factors by investigating
the role of gender, the Minnesota Adolescent Health Survey (Minnesota Women’s Fund,
1992) of 36,000 youth in grades 7 through 12 found more girls than boys exhibit covert
behaviors such as emotional stress, poor body image and self esteem, eating disorders,
and attempted suicide. More boys than girls act out behaviors by committing delinquent
acts, taking physical risks, engaging in unprotected sex, and abusing substances
(Minnesota Women’s Fund). This research also revealed that patterns of co-occurrence
exist among risk factors.
Prevention research indicates that exposure to risk factors in the absence of
protective factors dramatically increases the likelihood that a young person will engage in
problem behaviors. Therefore, reducing risk factors and increasing protective factors is
an effective way to improve the lives of young people (Introduction to Risk Factor and
Protective Factors, n.d.). In an analysis of data from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health designed to identify individual, family, and community level risks and
protective factors, Resnick, et al. (2004) found substantial reductions in the percentage of
youth involved in violence when protective factors were present, regardless of the level
of risk factors. The researchers defined protective factors as factors that, if present,
diminish the likelihood of negative health and social outcomes. Results of the study
showed that school and peer related factors are stronger predictors of participation in risk
behaviors than demographic variables such as family structure, social class, race, or
ethnicity. Results also suggested that a sense of connectedness to adults outside the
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family was a significant protective factor for both males and females, especially for those
without a strong connection to family, T = 2.02, p < .043. The researchers concluded that
a perceived connectedness with school provided a buffer against adolescents’ emotional
distress, suicidal thoughts and behaviors, engaging in violent behaviors, use of tobacco,
alcohol and marijuana, and age of first sex.
Findings of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health support
conclusions reached in earlier research. Participants in a study conducted by Hunt,
Meyers, Davies, Meyers, Grogg, and Neel (2002) perceived five items as significant
factors contributing to violent behavior: disrespect for authority (M = 4.60, SD = .72);
lack of parental support (M = 4.38, SD = .93); poor anger management skills (M = 4.31,
SD = .85); disrespect for peers (M = 4.23, SD = .85); lack of academic interest (M = 4.18,
SD = .89). Racial and ethnic differences (M = 3.36, SD = .1.23) and socioeconomic status
(M = 3.12, SD = .1.07) were rated as less significant. Miller, Brehm, and Whitehouse
(1998) also found variables that distinguish youth who engage in antisocial behavior from
those who do not. Their research followed boys who were identified as aggressive in
elementary school until they reached age 14. Findings showed that the presence of higher
degrees of prosocial skills, school bonding, academic achievement, and avoidance of
peers involved in antisocial behavior were significant deterrents to increased involvement
in delinquent behaviors. As later research supports, these factors were more predictive
than sociodemographic characteristics.
Although fewer studies have been done in the area of protective factors,
researchers believe protective factors serve as a buffer to risk factors, interrupt the
process through which risk factors operate, and may prevent the initial occurrence of a
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risk factor (Florida Department of Education, 1998; Introduction to Risk Factor and
Protective Factors, n.d.). In fact, research suggests that protective factors can mitigate the
effects of a risk environment (Reid, Reid, & Peterson, 2005; Resnick, et al., 2004) and
schools can help buffer the effects of risk factors on adolescent development (Florida
Department of Education, 1998). According to Benard (1992), 50% to 80% of students
with multiple risk factors in their lives do succeed, especially when they have the
experience of a caring school environment. Protective factors are important even in the
absence of risk factors. In a study of more than 13,000 adolescents, among students
without any identified risk factors, the presence of protective factors decreased the
proportion of both boys and girls involved in violence (Resnick, Ireland, & Borowsky,
2004).
According to Olweus (1993), some conditions tend to create or enhance
bully/victim problems while other factors have mitigating effects. Olweus also concluded
that the attitudes, routines, and behaviors of school personnel can be a contributing or
countervailing force in bullying behavior. Risk factors for bullying include poor
childhood conditions and child rearing and family problems. This includes an inadequate
amount of care or supervision and a lack of clear behavioral limits (Olweus). Schools can
also function as a risk or protective factor for antisocial behavior with school
connectedness as the most salient protective factor against acting out behavior (Clark,
1995). Therefore, while reducing risk factors, schools should also work to foster the
development of protective factors that create an environment of caring and connection
(Clark).
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Bullying Behavior
Bullying is unprovoked and intentionally aggressive physical action or
psychological control exercised from a position of power by one individual or group over
another person or group (Florida Office of Safe and Healthy Schools, 2005). According
to Olweus (1993), a student is being bullied when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and
over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more students. Bullying behavior can
include physical aggression, verbal harassment, psychological intimidation and threat, or
harassment through electronic communications.
Bullying encompasses a spectrum of aggressive behaviors ranging from overt acts
of physical violence to more subtle patterns of verbal or relational cruelty (Feinberg,
2003). Physical bullying is a direct form of bullying that involves causing harm to a
person or to someone’s property. Hawkers and Boulton (2000) describe physical bullying
as behavior in which the victim’s physical integrity is attacked and verbal bullying as
when the victim’s status is threatened with words or vocalizations. Verbal bullying is the
more common means of direct bullying on a school campus (Olweus, 1993). This type of
bullying includes taunting, teasing, name calling, extortion, or threats and can be as
devastating as physical bullying. A study conducted for the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services reported that students between the ages of 9 and 13 consider namecalling the worst kind of verbal bullying and that threats or taunts based on race or
appearance have as much a negative impact as physical bullying (Windemeyer
Communications, 2003).
If only overt acts of bullying are included when considering the problem of
bullying and victimization, a large percentage of victims will not be identified (Young,
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Boye, & Nelson, 2006). This is because bullying that occurs in more subtle ways is more
challenging for adults to recognize and understand (Packman, 2005). In fact, some
students may not exhibit behavioral problems in class under the watch of the teacher, but
will harass and bully others when unsupervised. This type of bullying behavior is known
as covert or indirect bullying and includes relational aggression and cyberbullying.
Relational aggression, defined as harm that occurs through manipulation of a
relationship (Young, Boye, & Nelson, 2006), has recently received increased attention in
the literature. This type of indirect bullying focuses on social manipulation and includes
gossiping, spreading rumors (Young, et al.), exclusion, alliance building, and ignoring
(Nixon, 2005). According to Nixon, gender does not play a role in relational aggression
occurring but does differ in how it is manifested. Typically girls exhibit relational
aggression within a circle of friends while boys exhibit relational aggression outside their
circle of friends. This pattern begins to change in eighth grade when gender differences in
relational aggression occurrences emerge (Nixon). Young, et al. offer a somewhat
different opinion, suggesting that although research does not yield a consistent pattern in
gender differences, proportionally, girls engage in more relational aggression than boys
because they are more likely to use this form of bullying over physical aggression.
As with more direct forms of bullying, victimization through relational aggression
has both short term and long term consequences. Ophelia Project research found that
students who experience high levels of relational aggression are less connected to their
school and participate in fewer activities (Ophelia Project, n.d.). According to Young, et
al. (2006), being a victim of relational aggression is significantly associated with
concurrent social-psychological maladjustment, peer rejection, internalizing problems,
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and externalizing difficulties. A study conducted at Ohio State University showed that
girls who initiate or engage in relational aggression exhibited adjustment difficulties and
had higher self reports of depression, loneliness, and social isolation than their peers
(Mounts, 1997). This emotional maladjustment can have a long lasting impact similar to
that of more direct bullying. A study of 205 fifth and sixth grade urban students to
determine the frequency children experience overt and relational victimization found a
significant and positive relationship of medium size effect among overt, r =.37, p < .001
and relational victimization, r = .33, p < .001 and posttraumatic stress (Esposito, 2003).
A relatively new and less researched area of the bullying phenomenon is
cyberbullying, defined as online harassing, intimidating, or threatening others by sending
or posting harmful or cruel text or images using the internet and other electronic
communication devices (Willard, 2005). This type of bullying is furthered defined in
Table 5.
Table 5
Types and Definitions of Cyberbullying
Type

Definition

Flaming

Sending angry, rude, or obscene messages

Harassment

Repeatedly sending offensive messages

Cyberstalking

Repeatedly sending messages that include threats

Denigration

Sending or posting harmful, untrue statements about a person
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Table 5 (continued): Types and Definitions of Cyberbullying
Type

Definition

Impersonation

Pretending to be someone else and sending or posting material

Outing and trickery

Sending or posting sensitive, private, or embarrassing material
about a person

Exclusion

Actions that intentionally exclude a person from an
online group

Although a new form of bullying, with estimates that 99% of teens regularly use the
internet (Shariff, 2005), cyberbullying is a rapidly increasing problem. A recent study
conducted through the University of New Hampshire Crimes against Children’s Research
Center found that 1 in 17 children aged 10 to 17 have been threatened or harassed online
(Florida Office of Safe and Healthy Schools, 2005). Similarly, a study of 177 middle
school students conducted in Canada revealed that 23% of responding students were
bullied by email, 35% in chat rooms, and 41% by text messaging (Li, 2005).
Although cyberbullying begins anonymously, it can impact learning in the school
environment by creating a hostile environment where students feel unwelcome and
unsafe (Shariff, 2005). Cyberbullying is unique in that the student who is bullying is
removed from the immediate feedback of the victim because there is no face to face
confrontation. However, the impact on the victim is not unique. A survey of 5,500
students revealed that 72% of students reported online bullying as distressing as face to
face bullying (Coady, 2005). Additionally, students who would not engage in face to face
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bullying may engage in cyberbullying believing that technology will allow them to
remain anonymous.
A common myth about bullying is that children are victimized because of outward
appearance. However, the most frequent reason cited by youth for persons being bullied
is that they “didn’t fit in” (Nansel, et. al, 2001). Olweus (2003) stated that accumulated
research indicates personality characteristics or typical reaction patterns, along with
physical weakness in the case of boys, are significant contributors to the development of
bullying problems. Children who bully tend to focus on peers who seem vulnerable.
Longitudinal studies show that bullies tend to gravitate towards children who are
physically weak, exhibit internalizing behaviors, lack prosocial skills, and have low self
worth and perceptions of social competence (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003).
Schools themselves can also serve as a risk factor for bullying to occur, with
teachers’ attitudes of major significance for the extent of bully/victim problems at school
(Olweus, 1993). Teachers may contribute to bullying behavior through a lack of
awareness, a nonchalant attitude, or using inappropriate interventions (Rodkin & Hodges,
2003). Additionally, teachers typically underestimate the prevalence of bullying and often
fail to stop the behavior when they see it (Olweus; Rodkin, & Hodges). The rules and
procedures in a school may also indirectly encourage bullying behavior. When students
are given no genuine authority over their daily circumstances in school, they may seize
power out of sheer frustration; such drastic measures are often the only means to power
that the educational system allows students (McEwan, 2000). Without the opportunity to
exercise a voice in matters that concern them, teens may be driven in a nonproductive or
self injurious direction taking the form of high risk experimentation, defiance of adult
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authority and values, or development of a peer culture that ignores rules and expectations
(Lickona & Davidson, 2005). In contrast, when they are given a voice, students will have
a stronger commitment to the mission of the school and develop the skills needed to
problem solve and become active citizens (Lickona & Davidson). One high school
student’s comment gathered in qualitative research conducted by Lickona and Davidson
highlights the importance of empowering students.
For students, it is very important that their voice be heard. It gives
them a chance to tell the school what they think. There would be a
major difference in a school’s moral character if the students were
just given a chance to express themselves. This would show
students that administrators and teachers respected them, and then
students would be more likely to show respect in turn. (p. 42)
Increasing student power requires opportunities for meaningful participation.
Lickona and Davidson (2005) suggest class meetings, student surveys on school
improvement issues, and student led discussions on school concerns as means to increase
students’ voices in decisions affecting the school. Based on research that students in
democratic schools develop greater concern for the welfare of the group, authentic
student government where students seek input and report back to the student body is
another strategy Lickona and Davidson suggest to positively influence the peer culture. In
order for faculty and staff to successfully implement strategies to give greater voice and
responsibility to students, it is essential for administration to treat faculty and staff in the
same way (Lickona & Davidson).

35

Similar approaches to empower students have also been effective in bullying
prevention initiatives. According to Olweus (1993), an important aid in counteracting
bullying problems and creating a better social climate in school is for the teachers and
students to agree on rules about bullying and engage in discussion about the rules in
forums such as class meetings. When students have the opportunity to get involved, they
are likely to experience greater responsibility for conformity to the rules (Olweus). The
researcher found that the classes that showed a larger reduction in bully/victim problems
as a result of the intervention program had implemented class meetings to a greater extent
than those with smaller or no changes in bullying behavior. Olweus also suggests class
PTA meetings as opportunities for students, teachers, and parents to problem solve
bullying issues. Another illustration is the workshops and summits conducted by the
American Association for University Women that engaged students in dialogue on sexual
harassment and bullying allowing for better understanding of perceptions and conflict
resolution with hopes of transforming a culture of fear and harassment to a culture of
camaraderie and trust (American Association of University Women, 1993).

Impact and Consequences
The American Medical Association (2002) recognizes bullying as a complex and
abusive behavior with potentially serious social and mental health consequences for
children and adolescents. The United States Surgeon General also declared that bullying
and peer harassment are public health problems that require federal attention and
intervention in order for them to be solved (Sprague & Walker, 2005). Bullying occurs
within a group context with different students taking on different roles (Packman, 2005)
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making it a complex problem for schools to deal with. A study controlled for background
characteristics showed that students in schools with high levels of violence had lower
math scores by 0.20 of a standard deviation and were 5.7 percentage points less likely to
graduate (Marzano, 2003). Similarly, Dake, Price, Telljohann, and Funk (2004) report
that academic achievement was found to be lower for students involved in all forms of
bullying behavior. School adjustment and school bonding were also found to be less
likely to occur in students who were engaged in bullying behaviors. In addition to the
overall impact on the school, there are short term and long term consequences for the
students who bully, the victims of bullying, and the bystanders who see the bullying or
know it is occurring.

The student who bullies.
A student who bullies is someone who repeatedly hurts another person on
purpose. Bullying threatens the social emotional development of students because it
allows children to achieve immediate goals without learning socially acceptable ways to
deal with others, resulting in persistent maladaptive patterns (Haynie, et. al, 2001).
Bullying behavior has both short term and long term consequences for the child
who bullies others. Without intervention, children who bully are more likely to develop a
criminal record and engage in antisocial behaviors (Olweus, 1993). Olweus found that
those who bully have more cases of alcoholism and substance abuse, more antisocial
personality disorders, and are more likely to drop out of school. More recently, the
Indiana White Paper on Bullying concluded that children who bully are more likely to
become violent adults while victims of bullying often suffer from anxiety, low self37

esteem, and depression into adulthood (Indiana Department of Education, 2003).
Bullying can also be a risk factor for more serious violent behaviors. According to
Olweus, by age 23, approximately 60% of boys identified as bullies in middle school had
at least one conviction of a crime and 35% to 40% had three or more convictions; 50% of
all identified bullies became criminals as adults. Research also supports the hypothesis
that children who bully also engage in other violent behaviors at school. While both the
student who bullies and the victims report a higher likelihood of carrying a weapon to
school, the chances of this behavior are higher for students who bully (Viadero, 2003).
Self reported bullies were 3.2 times more likely to carry a weapon to school and 3.1 times
more likely to fight often. The researchers also found the correlation increased as the
frequency of bullying experiences increased. These findings are supported in a study by
Nansel, Overpeck, Haynie, Ruan, and Scheidt (2003) that showed a consistent
relationship between bullying and interpersonal violence with both bullying and being
bullied related to higher frequencies of violence. Regression analyses results indicated a
consistent pattern of results with involvement in bullying, both for bullies and targets,
associated with greater odds of weapon carrying, fighting, and injury from fighting.
These relationships were strongest for weapon carrying but were notable for fighting and
fighting injuries as well. The highest risk for weapon carrying was associated with
bullying others in or away from school and being bullied away from school, with 70% of
boys and 30% to 40% of girls involved in bullying reporting carrying a weapon in the
past month.
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The victim of bullying.
The victim of bullying is defined as a student who is repeatedly exposed to
negative actions from peers (Olweus, 1993) in the form of physical attacks, verbal
assaults, or psychological abuse. Someone who is bullied is less powerful than the person
who is bullying and may be physically smaller than the child who bullied. Victims are
typically unable to defend themselves given that they may be outnumbered, have less
physical strength, or be less psychologically resilient (Smith & Ananiadou, 2003). Both
boys and girls are at equal risk of being victimized (Siris & Osterman, 2004).
Research indicates that children who are bullied have lower self esteem and
higher levels of stress, anxiety, depression, illness, and suicidal ideation (Olweus, 1993).
The Hawker and Boulton (2000) meta-analysis also established depression, anxiety, and
low self esteem as consistent correlates of victim experience. Similarly, bullying has a
negative impact on students’ social-emotional and educational lives. A research study
involving 300 nine to eleven year olds indicated that victims have more problems with
social skills than non victims (Fox & Boulton, 2005). In this study, the researchers found
that internalizing problems such as withdrawal, anxiety, depression, and physical
weakness were independently predictive of increase in victimization while having a
friend was associated with decreased victimization. Six social skills were identified as
effective predictors of victimization: looks scared, r = .68, p < .05, gives in to the bully
too easily, r = .56, p < .05, cries when picked on, r = .50, p < .05, stands in a way that
appears weak, r = .49, p < .05, talks very quietly, r = .34, p < .05, looks unhappy, r = .33,
p < .05. In addition, the absence of helplessness in girls and the absence of counter
aggression in boys were found to be factors that make bullying diminish or stop.
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Research conducted by Veenstra, Lindenber, Oldehinkel, DeWinter, Verhulst, and
Ormel, (2005) investigating individual characteristics that predict bullying behavior
reached similar conclusions. Using peer nomination, a multivariate analysis distinguished
aggressiveness, isolation, dislikeabilty, and gender as strong predictors of bullying while
socioeconomic status, parenting, and academic performance were found to be weak
predictors.
Victims may suffer greater psychological maladjustment than nonvictims
(Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Mishna, 2003). Telljohann (2003) stated that victimization
correlates positively with loneliness and negatively with self-esteem and found that
students who were bullied were 3.2 to 4.2 times more likely to report anxiety symptoms
compared to noninvolved children. Rigby (2003) found that frequently victimized
students may have mixed emotions, show various symptoms of distress, and showed
significantly more depression than non-victimized peers. Experiencing bullying is also
associated with poorer psychosocial adjustment (Malecki, 2003; Nansel, et al., 2001;
Rigby, 2003). Victims of bullying suffer from anxiety, depression, impaired
concentration, poor self esteem, and avoidant behavior (Feinberg, 2003; Hawker &
Boulton; Storch, Brassard, Masia-Warner, 2003; Unnever & Cornell, 2003b); they
experience acute feelings of rejection and loneliness and in extreme cases are at risk for
suicide (Kumpulainen, Rasanen, & Puura, 2001; O’Moore, 1998; Rigby, 2003). Children
who are seen as victims by their peers tend to report greater distress than children who
are not seen as victims (Hawker & Boulton). The impact of bullying can also have long
term effects. For example, adolescents abused by peers report elevated depression and
low self-esteem 10 years later (Olweus, 1993).
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The problems associated with victimization have an impact on school success.
According to the National School Safety Center, an estimated 160,000 children miss
school every day due to fear of attack or intimidation by other students and 10% of
students who drop out of school do so because of repeated bullying (Weinhold, 1999). In
addition, the Secret Service found two-thirds of all the school shooters since 1974 had
been victims of bullying prior to the shootings (Brady, 2001). Thousands more attend
school every day filled with fear spending a significant amount of time and emotional
strength thinking about ways to avoid teasing and taunting leaving little energy for
learning. Victims of bullying can experience withdrawal, aggression, and feelings of
rejection resulting in both social and academic consequences (Siris & Osterman, 2004).
These students may become detached from adults and peers, have poor attitudes about
themselves and others, have difficulty developing positive relationships, and begin to
reject classroom norms (Siris & Osterman).
Loneliness and insecurity are common for victims but responses to bullying vary.
Some victims withdraw while others react more aggressively. Students who react with
aggression, known as provocative victims, frequently tease and annoy the person who is
bullying further alienating them from their peers (Siris & Osterman, 2004). Students who
bully and victims are not always mutually exclusive with nearly half of bullies reporting
being victims as well (Veenstra, et al., 2005). Bullies who are also victims are a distinct
group from those who bully or those who are victimized, hence they face unique
challenges. These bully/victims primarily aggress in reaction to aggression and are
generally among the most disliked members of the class. They face segregation and
rejection from their peers (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003) and are at risk of both the
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consequences related to bullying behavior as well as those of the victim. They
demonstrate higher levels of aggression and depression as well as lower scores on
measures of academic achievement, prosocial behavior, social acceptance, and selfesteem (Veenstra, et al.). Despite the special challenges of this group, there is less
research addressing this element of the bullying phenomenon. Haynie, et al. (2001) did
investigate the prevalence of bully/victims in a study of 4,263 middle school students and
found that of 53% of the 301 students who reported bullying three or more times over the
past year also reported being victimized three or more times. Of the 1,257 frequently
victimized students, 64% reported never bullying. The researchers also found that the
bully/victims showed the least optimal psychosocial functioning in comparison to those
who bully or bullying victims.

The bystander.
Bystanders are also affected by the chronic presence of bullying in schools. These
students are onlookers to bullying situations and can stand by and do nothing, encourage
the bullying behavior, or intervene by helping the victim. According to Olweus (1993),
there are several different bystander roles. The followers, also called henchmen, stand
back and wait for an opportunity to take an active part in the bullying activity; never
instigating, always following another’s lead. The supporter or passive bully stands by to
watch but shows no direct support of the bullying behavior. The disengaged onlooker
ignores the behavior while the possible defender wants to help but does not because of
fear of the bully. Finally, the defender of the victim stands up for the person who is being
bullied and attempts to stop the behavior.
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Self respect and self confidence can be eroded when a child witnesses bullying
behaviors and is unable or unwilling to respond effectively. Students who continually
observe bullying behavior without intervention may develop a decreased sense of
individual responsibility (Olweus, 1993). These students commonly experience fear and
worry that there will be retaliation if they get involved (U.S. Department of Education,
1998). The impact of bullying on the bystander includes a sense of anger and
helplessness, guilt for not taking action or for enjoying the role of witness, an avoidance
of areas in the school where bullying occurs, and an underlying feeling of safety
concerns. One study conducted for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
reports that bystanders suffer from feelings of helplessness, powerlessness, and develop
poor coping and problem solving skills (Windemeyer Communications, 2003).
The majority of students in a school are bystanders rather than students who bully or
victims of bullying. In a study of 108 urban schools in 13 states, 50.2% of students
reported seeing others bullied at least once a month (Perkins, 2006). Although bystanders
comprise the largest percentage of students in a school, they seldom intervene on behalf
of the victim. A study of bullying on playgrounds conducted by Hawkins, Pepler, and
Craig (2001) found that observers were present in 88% of bullying situations but
intervened in only 19%. An earlier study by Peplar (1998) had similar results. An
examination of the roles of peers in bullying situations observed on urban school
playgrounds revealed that peers were involved in 85% of bullying incidents. Peers were
active participants in 48% of the episodes and reinforced the bullying in 81% of the
episodes but intervened in only 13% of the episodes they observed. Peers were also more
respectful and friendly toward the bullies than the victims.
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Although bystanders are not directly involved in bullying, these students are
affected because they suffer from a less secure learning environment, fear that they may
be the next target, and have knowledge that teachers and other adults are unable or
unwilling to control bullying behavior (Florida Office of Safe and Healthy Schools,
2005). Peer involvement may also be a factor that perpetuates bullying interactions
whether peers are active participants or passive bystanders (Peplar, 1998).

Prevalence of Bullying Behavior
Every day in our Nation’s schools, children are threatened, teased, taunted, and
tormented by bullies (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). Survey results consistently
report the existence of bullying in schools. Scientific studies show that bullying is an
international problem with remarkable similarity in the incidence of bullying from
country to country (Cleary, 2000). Although researchers agree that bullying is a pervasive
problem, estimates vary. The prevalence of bullying in elementary schools worldwide
varies from 11.3% to 49.8% with estimates in the United States around 19% (Dake, et al.,
2004). Storch, et al. (2003) estimate that as many as 20% of children and adolescents are
exposed to negative peer interactions on a frequent basis. According to Feinberg (2003),
an estimated 15% to 30% of students nationwide are either bullies or victims of bullying.
The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development found that almost onethird of U.S. students in grades 6 to 10 were directly or indirectly involved in serious,
frequent bullying (Nansel, et al., 2001). The U.S. Department of Education (1998) reports
that 77% of middle and high school students surveyed had been bullied at some point in
their school career. A 2003 Gallup Youth Survey of teens aged 13 to 17 indicated that
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37% of teens admitted to being teased or picked on at school (Mason, 2003). A 2001
survey conducted by the U.S. Center for Disease Control and Prevention found that 12%
of students said someone at school had called them a degrading word having to do with
race, religion, ethnicity, disability, gender, or sexual orientation (Donald, 2002). The
American Association of University Woman (1993) reported that 81% of public school
students in grades 8 through 11 experienced some form of sexual harassment. A
Nickelodeon survey conducted in conjunction with the Kaiser Family Foundation and
International Communications Research found that 55% of 8 to 11 year olds and 68% of
12 to 15 year olds reported bullying as a big problem for people their age (Kaiser Family
Foundation, 2001). In addition, 74% of 8 to 11 year olds and 86% of 12 to 15 year olds
indicated that kids get teased or bullied at their school. According to the U.S. Department
of Justice (2004), in 2003 7% of students aged 12 through 18 reported being bullied
within the last six months. The U.S. Department of Justice report also indicated grade
level was inversely related to students’ likelihood of being bullied. As grade level
increased, students’ likelihood of being bullied decreased. In this 2003 School Crime
Supplement study 14% of sixth grade students, 13% of seventh grade students, 7% of
ninth grade students, and 2% of twelfth grade students had been bullied at school.
Trends in current research also indicate that the prevalence of bullying in schools
may be increasing. The 2005 administration of the School Crime Supplement survey
showed an increase in bullying behavior from 7% in 2003 to nearly 29% of students
reporting having been bullied at school during the previous 6 months (U.S. Department
of Justice, 2006). Although grade level continued to be inversely related to students’
likelihood of being bullied, there was an increase in the percentage of students reporting
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victimization with 37% of 6th grade students, 28% of 9th grade students, and 20% of 12thgrade students reporting that they had been bullied at school. Of these students, 52%
reported being bullied once or twice, 25% reported once or twice a month, 11% reported
being bullied once or twice a week and 8% reported daily bullying.
This trend is also seen in the results of a 2001 survey done with 11,000
elementary and middle school students when compared to 1983 results from the same
survey instrument. The percentage of victimized students had increased by approximately
50% and the percentage of students involved in frequent, serious bullying had increased
65% (Olweus, 2003). According to the 2002 Indicators of School Crime and Safety
Report, in 2001 8% of students reported that they had been bullied at school in the last six
months, up from 5% in 1999. The percentage of students who reported that they had been
bullied increased between 1999 and 2001 with both males and females more likely to be
bullied in 2001 than in 1999. Although there was an increase from 1999 to 2001, there
was no significant change between 2001 and 2003.

Bullying and the Special Needs Child
Disability harassment, a form of bullying specifically based on or because of a
disability, is another possible form of bullying that relates to children with special needs.
This type of harassment creates a hostile environment by denying access to, participation
in, or receipt of benefits, services, or opportunities at school (Hoover & Stenhjem, 2003).
Adjustment problems and difficulty with social functioning occur among all children;
however, these risks increase when a child has a disability or chronic illness (Moore,
2002; Yude & Goodman, 1999). According to Barabarin, Whitten, and Bonds (1994),
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chronically ill children experience these problems at rates twice as high as those for
healthy children. The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services issued an
official statement in July of 2000 stating that the increasing number of complaints and
consultation calls regarding disability harassment demonstrates the steadily increasing
allegations and proven situations of disability harassment (Hoover & Stenhjem, 2003).
Equal access to educational benefits for these youth can be eroded through bullying,
including denial of rights under the Individuals with Disabilities Act, Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act, Title II, and provisions of a Free Appropriate Public Education.
According to Roberts (2003), estimates of the number of youths under age 18 who
experience a chronic health condition range from 10% to 30% and are rising, due in part
to significant advances in medical care that reduce mortality. Children and adolescents
with chronic illness experience more academic difficulty than their healthy peers. As
many as 45% of students with chronic illness report falling behind in their school work,
leading them to dislike school (Lynch, Lewis, & Murphy, 1992). In addition, Lynch, et
al. estimate that 58% of students with chronic conditions routinely miss school and 10%
miss more than 25% of the year.
No consistent association between victimization and physical characteristics has
been found (Olweus, 1994). Other than the tendency for male bullies to be physically
stronger than their victims, being weak and having weak friends significantly enhances a
student’s likelihood of becoming a victim of peer abuse (Hodge, Malone, & Perry, 1997).
Highly disliked or peer rejected children are thought to be at greater risk of victimization
than non-rejected peers because of their devalued status in the peer group (Shea, 2003).
In fact, Shea reports that victimized children generally have fewer friends than non47

victimized children. Research has shown that issues facing children with special needs
have the potential to impact peer rejection resulting in increased victimization. Children
with chronic illness may be at risk for experiencing social difficulties due to the physical
effects of their disease, its treatment, or the disruptions to daily life that they experience
(Reiter-Purtill, Gerhardt, Vannatta, Passo, & Noll, 2003). Children with special needs
may have cognitive and/or physical limitations that can contribute to ineffectiveness in
play activities, sports, and self-defense (Heinrichs, 2003). According to Heinrichs,
children diagnosed with attention deficit disorder, oppositional-defiant disorder, bipolar
disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, Asperger Syndrome, and learning disorders are
typically more rejected by their peers. In addition, Mishna (2003) reported that children
with learning disabilities had fewer friends and were teased significantly more than
children without learning disabilities. Barabarin, et al. (1994) found that approximately
one in three children with Sickle Cell Disease was teased because of the illness or some
visible sequelae of the illness. In addition, teasing was more likely to be experienced by
those with pain than those without pain leading to their conclusion that illness severity
places children at greater risk of teasing.
In support of the hypothesis that severe forms of chronic illness seem to present
an increased risk of social problems than milder forms, Reiter-Purtill, et al. (2003) report
that multiple studies suggest that children with severe forms of Juvenile Rheumatoid
Arthritis experience more social difficulties than patients with mild or inactive forms.
Additionally, Noll (2003) reported that children with severe hemophilia are more
adversely affected by the disease than children with milder forms. However, after
controlling for issues of pain, Reiter-Purtill, et al. found no differences between children
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with Juvenile Rheumatoid Arthritis and controls in difficulties with social functioning,
measures of social reputation and social acceptance or the number of times they were
chosen by peers as a best friend or reciprocated friend. Similarly, Noll found no
significant differences in social functioning or measures of social acceptance between
children with hemophilia and the control group.
Research in the area of bullying has shown that friendships can serve as a
deterrent to victimization. This protective factor, or lack of it, can have significant
implications for children with special needs. Mishna (2003) found that approximately
25% to 30% of students with a learning disability are socially rejected compared to 8% to
16% of peers without a learning disability. In addition, a study conducted by Barabarin,
et al. (1994) found that more than one in five children with Sickle Cell Disease had no
close friends.
Children with AD/HD are consistently found to be less popular and more rejected
by their peers than children without AD/HD putting them at increased risk of peer
victimization (Shea, 2003). A study of middle school students conducted by Unnever and
Cornell (2003a) found that students with AD/HD are at increased risk of being victimized
by bullies. Hodge (2003) found that hyperactivity is likely to annoy peers and provoke
potential aggressors, thus leading to increases in victimization. Hodge’s data showed that
34% of students who reported taking medication for AD/HD also reported being bullied
at least two or three times a month compared to 22% of the students in the control group.
In a study of 60,000 children in Finland, Kumpulainen, et al. (2001) found that
psychiatric disorders were common among children impacted by bullying behaviors with
29% of children who bullied and 14% of victims having attention deficit disorder.
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Children with hemiplegia in mainstream schools were compared with their
classmates and found to have two to three times the rate of peer problems. Twenty seven
percent of the children with hemiplegia had two or more peer problems compared with
only 9% of controls. They were twice as likely to be rejected, twice as likely to lack
friends, and three times as likely to be victimized (Yude & Goodman, 1999).
Hugh-Jones and Smith (1999) surveyed dysfluent adults about the quality of their
life in school with a focus on experiences of being bullied. When asked if they were ever
teased or bullied at school, 83% of those surveyed responded yes with 18% reporting
bullying every day and 41% replying a few times per week. The methods of bullying
included name-calling, threatening, rumors, physical bullying, and racial insults. Results
of the study indicated a significant relationship between the severity of dysfluency and
the reported likelihood of being bullied. However, they found that the only successful
predictor for severity of bullying was difficulty in making friends indicating dysfluent
children may be bullied more because of their difficulties in friendship-making than from
the stammering itself.

Positive Interpersonal Relationships
Meeting human needs is a prerequisite to a healthy classroom (Benard,
1991).
The affective dimension of the school day- that is how students feel about
their experience at schools- is as important as the academic dimension.
Without trust and respect, without a physically and psychologically safe
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environment, teaching and learning cannot reach their maximum potential
(Perkins, 2006, p. 6).
Based on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, the need to belong and feel love must be
met prior to moving to a higher level of growth (Calabrese, 2000) with psychological and
emotional safety necessary prior to learning and intellectual development (Halford,
1996). According to Maslow’s continuum of needs, every individual requires security
and freedom from fear, anxiety, and chaos along with structure, order, established limits
and protection from harm (Drapela, 1987). Safety needs promote the physiological
survival of the individual and are especially strong during infancy and childhood
(Drapela). Once the lower level safety needs are satisfied, the individual’s need for love,
affection and belonging emerge and loneliness and isolation become painful experiences
(Drapela). Glasser’s (1995) control theory also includes the need for love and belonging,
defined as a need to feel connected to others, as one of five basic needs of survival.
Positive relationships help to balance emotions and develop a sense of security,
resilience to stress, and an ability to make sense of life (Pierson, 2005). In fact, the desire
to belong to a community is a part of human nature (Lambert, et al., 1996) with patterns
of relationships serving as the system synapses through which meaning and knowledge
are constructed and the basis through which humans integrate emotion, identity, and
cognition (Covey, 1991). According to the Commission on Children at Risk (2003),
humans are born to form attachments because the brain is physically wired to develop in
tandem with another’s through emotional communication. The Commission’s report
argues that humans are biologically primed to find meaning through attachments to
others. The report also expresses concern that some youth experience a deficit of
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connectedness due to a difference between what is biologically required and what their
social situation provides. Not only can this lack of social connection influence
development, there is a significant impact on education and learning. Noddings (1995)
contends that there is more to learning than academic proficiency and test scores; schools
will not achieve adequate academic achievement unless the students believe they are
cared for and learn to care for others. When humans care, they want to do their best for
the object of their caring (Noddings) resulting in increased performance. The role of
positive relationships is also noteworthy in addressing the problem of bullying in school
in that research in the area of bullying prevention suggests that risk of victimization by
peers is related to the quantity and quality of interpersonal relationships (Rodkin &
Hodges, 2003).
It is important to belong to a group and to feel a sense that one is capable of
receiving and giving love (Calabrese, 2000). Given that education is a social endeavor
(Lambert, et al., 1996; Shapiro, 2000), this sense of belonging can emerge from an
accepting school environment (Calabrese). The work of Dewey, Piaget, Vygotsky, and
Feurerstein, suggests that learning is a social activity in which knowledge is constructed
as a result of interaction and shared efforts to make sense of new information (Walker &
Lambert, 1995).

Positive Adult Student Relationships
Social control theory states that the strength and quality of relationships with
significant others is crucial to an individual’s tendency to engage in deviant behavior
(Hirsch, 1969). An expansion of this theory to the classroom environment shows that the
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interpersonal relationship between teacher and students is an important element that
contributes to the learning process of students (Brekelman, Wubbles, & denBrok, 2002;
Elias, et al., 1997). There is an extensive knowledge base on the behavioral correlates of
effective teacher-related and peer-related social emotional adjustments that children
negotiate within the context of schooling; students who fail to make these adjustments are
behaviorally and academically at risk (Sprague & Walker, 2005). In fact, a report on
school shootings from the U.S. Department of Education (2002) states that an important
effort in prevention is to ensure that youth have opportunities to talk and connect with
caring adults. Research shows that students with caring and supportive interpersonal
relationships in school report more positive academic attitudes and values, satisfaction
with school, and are more engaged in the learning process (Klum & Connell, 2004). An
investigation focusing on nurturing relationships and preventing exclusion to increase
students’ sense of belonging to school resulted in improvement in the social, academic,
and emotional behavior of victimized students (Siris & Osterman, 2004). In this study
teachers attempted to connect with victims by spending more time with the students,
creating more opportunities for students to get to know their classmates, and asking
questions to learn more about the students. These changes in teacher behavior resulted in
an observed increase in students’ self confidence and improved social skills. Teachers
also observed an improved classroom climate noting that the more positive the teacher,
the more supportive and accepting the students were. In a similar study, Murray and
Malmgren (2005) used a randomized control group design to examine the effects of a
program designed to improve urban adolescents’ relationships with one teacher and
found that supportive adult-child relationships can promote social, emotional, and
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academic adjustment among children exposed to multiple risks. The interventions were
designed to establish communication and warmth in teacher-student relationships and
involved teachers meeting weekly with assigned students, developing goal sheets,
increasing teacher praise and encouragement, and calling the students at home to discuss
progress at school. After the five month program, students in the experimental group had
higher grade point averages following the intervention than did the control group, F (1,
47) = 4.36, p < .05.
Multiple research studies link student learning achievement and engagement in
school to meaningful supportive relationships and membership in a community (Lambert,
et al., 1996). Fewer studies address the level of support needed to impact learning. Klum
and Connell (2004) investigated the threshold level on teacher support and engagement as
well as the level of impact that achieving the threshold limit provided. Elementary
students experiencing high levels of support were 89% more likely to feel engaged
whereas unsupported students were 93% less likely to feel engaged in school. Elementary
students reporting high levels of engagement were 44% more likely to do well on
performance and attendance measures. At the middle school level, students with high
levels of teacher support were three times more likely to have high levels of engagement
and those reporting low levels of teacher support were 68% more likely to be disengaged
from school. Middle school students with high levels of engagement were 75% more
likely to do well on achievement and attendance indices. The researchers concluded that
their findings provide support for the existence of an indirect link between teacher
support, student engagement, and academic achievement for both elementary and middle
school students.
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Supporting these findings, results from a study testing a path model for explaining
school engagement among Latino middle school students within the context of risk and
protective factors showed that parent support (β = .14), teacher support (β = .32) and
friend support (β = .17) were all directly related to school engagement (Reid, et al.,
2005). Teacher support had the strongest correlation with school engagement, R = .35, p
< .01.
Isernhagen and Harris (2002) concluded that faculty must be encouraged to build
relationships with students in order to address the problem of bullying on campuses. In a
study examining the relationship of school connectedness and adolescent risk behaviors,
McNeely and Falci (2004) found that violence was the only outcome for which teacher
support was both a protective factor (risk ratio = .90, p < .001) and was also associated
with cessation of the behavior (risk ratio = 1.07, p < .01). Adults in the school setting
play a prominent role in determining the extent to which bullying problems will arise and
grow into problem behaviors (Florida Office of Safe and Healthy Schools, 2005).
Research by Peplar (1998) showed that children bully when they are not with the teacher.
A chi square analysis revealed a significant association with classroom activity (2, N = 60
= 199.37, p < .001). Sixty-five percent of bullying incidents occurred when children were
involved in solitary tasks, 23% occurred in group tasks, and 12% occurred when students
were engaged in teacher led activities.
Positive interpersonal relationships with school staff can function as a protective
factor against violence in general as well as bullying in particular. Developing
relationships and trust in adults is critical in dealing with bullying because students often
feel that school faculty do not intervene in bullying incidents (Packman, 2005).
55

Perception of the frequency of intervention also varies between students and adults in
school. A study by Garrett (2003) stated that 71% of teachers say they intervene in
bullying situations whereas only 25% of students reported teacher intervention when
bullying occurs. However, Peplar (1998) found that teachers intervened significantly
more than peers when proximal to the bullying situation, z = 2.7, p < .05.

Peer Relationships
The ability to interact cooperatively with peers, inhibit antisocial behavior, and
form close relationships such as friendships are important developmental tasks for
children as they enter school and they provide the foundation for subsequent skill
development (Pellegrini & Bohn, 2005). Developing the skills necessary for membership
in peer groups provides a basis for successful interaction with peers and teachers and is
necessary for adjustment to school. Having at least one friend also serves as a protective
factor for the negative effects of peer rejection (Mounts, 1997). Children who fail to
establish a reciprocated best friend are more victimized than those who have a
reciprocated best friend (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003). This also has the potential to impact
academic achievement. In a longitudinal study conducted by Flook and Repetti (2005),
peer acceptance was significantly associated with academic performance. Less peer
acceptance was consistently associated with poorer academic achievement, r = -.49,
p < .01. A lack of peer acceptance also predicted academic performance in sixth grade, F
(1, 151) = 12.37, p < .01.
Student who bully and their victims are embedded within a social system made up
of other students, teachers, and their interrelationships (Rodkin & Hodges, 2003). In view
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of the fact that children’s social competence develops in the context of interacting with
their peers, bullying is a phenomenon that can interfere with the normal development of
peer relationships. Research conducted with 4,263 middle school students showed that
adolescent and peer relationships influence bullying and victimization (Haynie, et al.,
2001). The researchers found that deviant peer influences, F = .630, p < .001 were
stronger predictors of bullying behavior than gender, F = -.160, p < .001, grade, F = .207,
p < .001, school bonding, F = -.510, p < .001 or parental support, F = -.433, p < .001.
Peer groups where norms favor bullying influence the level of bullying for both boys and
girls. When students with high status engage in or endorse bullying, they send a message
to other peers and contribute to an emerging norm accepting of bullying (Rodkin &
Hodges). Another distressing aspect of this social phenomenon is that some socially
savvy students may use bullying, particularly relational aggression, to maintain or
improve their social status (Young, et al., 2006).
Peer relationships can also have a positive impact by serving as a protective factor
against bullying. According to research, best friend support and classmate support scores
were significantly related to experiencing bullying for both boys and girls (Rigby, 2000)
whereas the number of friends students have is negatively associated with victimization
(Hodge, 2003). According to Sanders and Phye (2004), having at least one friend at
school is a fundamental resource for the prevention of bullying. Longitudinal studies
show that children who have at least one friend that they can count on to stick up for
them are relatively unlikely to become victims of peer harassment (Shea, 2003) whereas
rejection by peers leaves students unprotected and susceptible to further victimization
(Mishna, 2003). Moore (2002) also found that support from close friends can buffer the
57

impact of stressors such as adjusting to a chronic illness, coping with medical treatments,
restrictions on activities, and teasing from peers. Having a close friend may also supply
the social support to provide a buffering effect when a student is victimized (Young, et
al., 2006). Schwartz, Dodge, Petit, and Bates (2000) studied students raised in homes
characterized by high levels of marital conflict, stress, abuse, and harsh discipline and
found that victimization by peers was non existent for children with many friends and
intensified for children with few friends.

The Role of the School Environment
School Culture
As people develop relationships within their social system, they develop a culture
of shared patterns and expectations that all members within the culture learn (Shapiro,
2000). Schools are no exception. In fact, the nature of the relationship among staff
members can set the tone for the school. Students are more likely to be motivated and
engaged in schools where the staff is energetic and positive and openly demonstrates
their care for others (Lambert, et al., 1996). In contrast, schools may provide greater or
lesser opportunities for bullying and violence to take place in terms of the nature of the
school environment (Smith & Ananiadou, 2003). Bullying has the potential to impact all
students at a school by negatively influencing a school’s climate.
The culture of the school is shaped by daily experiences and created by the
complex pattern of norms, attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, values, ceremonies, traditions,
and myths that are deeply ingrained in the core of the organization and dictate the way
things are done in a school (Barth, 2001). From a psychological perspective, it is
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important for teachers to establish an atmosphere of mutual support, caring, and
community (UCLA School Mental Health Project, 1998). This environment exists when
a critical mass of stakeholders are committed to each other and to the goals and values of
the school and extend effort towards meeting the goals and maintaining the relationships
(UCLA School Mental Health Project).
Much of the literature on school culture addresses the importance of a caring
culture which includes caring for and about others. However, community refers not just
to the sense of cohesion among students and teachers, but also to the notion that the
educational environment plays an important role in how students learn and teachers teach
(Walker & Lambert, 1995). Students work harder, have better attendance, and higher
academic achievement in schools with strong communities (Stolp, 1995). Teachers also
work harder and enjoy their work more in this type of environment (Stolp). According to
the UCLA School Mental Health Project (1998), learning and teaching are experienced
most positively when the learner cares about learning and the teacher cares about
teaching. This caring environment is characterized by an atmosphere where students feel
welcome, respected and comfortable; opportunities exist for developing caring
relationships with peers and adults; information and expectations enable students to
determine what it means to care for themselves and the group; and opportunities, training
and expectations encourage students to contribute to the greater good. A caring school
culture also attends to students who have difficulty making friends. When all facets of
caring are present and balanced, they can nurture individuals and facilitate the learning
process.
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There is a tendency for schools to focus on structure rather than culture partly
because the culture of the school is resistant to change (Abourjilie, 2006). Change in
structure is tangible whereas culture changes are less visible and more difficult to make
due to the fact that one can pronounce a change in policy or procedure but cannot
proclaim change in attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors (DuFours & Eaker, 1998). Unless
teachers and administrators act to change the culture of the school, all innovations will
have to fit in and around existing elements of the culture (Barth, 2001). However, adults
cannot act in a vacuum. In addition to adult intervention, McQuillan (2005) found that
when student participation is encouraged and nurtured, classroom and school changes are
likely to be deepened and sustained.

School Climate
The culture of the school creates the climate of the school (Abourjilie, 2006).
School climate is the learning environment created through the interaction of human
relationships, physical setting, and psychological atmosphere (Perkins, 2006). It is the
shared perceptions of a school and consists of the attitudes, beliefs, values, and norms
that underlie the instructional practices and operations of a school (Welker, 2000). It
embodies the physical and psychological environment of a school with a specific link to
student academic achievement (Niebuhr, 1999). Elements of the school environment that
contribute to the school climate include continuous academic and social growth, levels of
respect, trust and integrity, morale and cohesiveness, caring, opportunities for input
(Rinehart, 1993), level of orderliness, degree of satisfaction experienced, amount of
productivity possible, sense of belonging (Florida Department of Education, 2002), and
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degree of connectedness (Doan, et al., 2003). According to Sprague and Walker (2005),
school-based protective factors that contribute to a safe, healthy school are a positive
school climate and atmosphere; clear and high performance expectations for all students;
inclusionary values and practices throughout the school; strong student bonding to the
school environment; high levels of student participation; and parent involvement in
schooling. The researchers also included the provision of opportunities for skill
acquisition and social development and school-wide conflict resolution strategies as
protective factors.
Comparatively, Fein, et al. (2002), listed six factors that characterize a climate of
safety and respect within an educational setting. These factors included having positive
role models within the faculty; the presence of a positive connection between each
student and at least one adult in authority; an openness for discussion where diversity and
differences are respected; an atmosphere where communication between adults and
students is encouraged and supported; and an environment in which conflict is managed
and mediated constructively. Wilson (2004) adds an emphasis on academic achievement;
respect for all in the school community; fair and consistent discipline policies; attention
to safety issues; and family and community involvement to the list of characteristics of a
positive school climate.
The National Association of Attorneys General (1999) proclaims that a supportive
school climate is the most important step in ensuring that schools provide a safe and
welcoming environment for all students. This is supported by increasing research
indicating that students who feel connected and safe in school perform better
academically (Zins, et al., 2004). According to Deborah Price, Deputy Undersecretary of
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the Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools, “kids must feel safe and have a sense of wellbeing. “If there is bullying, drug use, and an absence of commitment to character, kids
don’t learn” (U.S. Department of Education, n.d., p. 10).
Educators have the ability and responsibility to create a climate that addresses
harassment and cultivates the courage and leadership of students. In an educational
setting where there is a climate of safety, adults and students respect each other (Fein, et
al., 2002). Research suggests that schools can strengthen the school climate and a
student’s sense of belonging by adopting community building strategies including
actively cultivating respectful, supportive relationships among students, teachers, and
parents (Schaps, 2003).
Achievement is more likely to occur in a friendly classroom environment with a teacher
who connects with students and encourages them to create, take risks, and share ideas
(Mendler, 2001). Research done with a sample of schools in Michigan that controlled for
the effects of race and socioeconomic factors found that school climate factors accounted
for 63% of the variation in mean school achievement between low and high achieving
schools (Welker, 2000). Fraser (1999) found similar results in a review of 40 studies of
the effects of classroom environment on student outcomes and found that learning
environment was consistently and strongly associated with achievement and affective
outcomes. Higher achievement occurred in classes perceived as having greater
cohesiveness, satisfaction, and goal direction; and less disorganization and friction.
Results from the Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network 2003 National School
Climate Survey of 887 lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) youth also found a
direct relationship between in school victimization, grade point average, and college
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aspirations of LGBT youth (US Newswire, 2003). Key findings of the survey included
the finding that unchecked harassment correlates with poor performance and diminished
aspirations and that supportive teachers can make a difference in that relationship.
Results also showed that LGBT students who did not have or were unaware of a policy to
protect them were 40% more likely to skip school. Additionally, 84% of LGBT student
report being harassed and 82.9% of LGBT students report that faculty never or rarely
intervenes when present.
A study conducted by Hoy and Sabo (1998) investigated the hypothesis that
teachers’ perceptions of the openness of the school climate affect student achievement.
The researchers defined an open climate as one with a high degree of trust and low
disengagement, principal and faculty who are genuine and open in their interactions, a
principal who leads by example providing a blend of direction and support, and teachers
who work well together and are committed to the task at hand. Results of the study
demonstrated a significant and positive relationship between school climate and student
achievement; the more open and healthy the environment, the greater the levels of student
achievement in reading, writing and math. The health of the school climate had a
significant relationship with math, reading, and writing achievement as measured by the
New Jersey Eighth Grade Early Warning Test, EWT, r = .61, .58 and .54; p < .01. In
addition, a multiple regression of six climate dimensions found that a lack of principal
restrictiveness combined with collegial and committed teacher behavior are the best
predictors of achievement. When controlling for socioeconomic status, the six
dimensions had multiple Rs of .69, .68 and .61 with math, reading, and writing
achievement scores respectively and explained 44%, 42%, and 33% of the variance for
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respective tests. The elements of climate openness considered were: supportive, directive,
restrictive, collegial, committed, and disengaged. Disengagement was the only factor that
made no independent contribution to the explanation of achievement variance.
Fraser and Fisher (1983) considered both student and teacher perceptions when
they investigated the differences between students and teachers in their perception of the
classroom environment and of differences between the actual environment and that
preferred by students or teachers. They used a person-environment framework to explore
whether student outcomes depend on the nature of the classroom environment and the
match between the students’ preferences and the actual environment. Results showed that
students prefer a more positive classroom environment than was perceived to be present
and teachers perceived a more positive actual environment than students perceived to be
present. The researchers concluded that class achievement can be enhanced by changing
the actual classroom environment making it more congruent with the environment
preferred by the class.
Hoy and Feldman (1999) state that healthy schools are better places to work than
unhealthy ones. Teachers are more productive, administrators are more reflective, and
students achieve at higher levels. According to Brooks (1999), the underpinnings of a
healthy school climate include empathy, the ability to see the world through another’s
eyes, and self-esteem: the feelings and thoughts students have about their competence,
ability to make a difference, ability to learn from success and failures, to have control
over their lives and to treat themselves and others with respect. Academic emphasis is
also an integral part of a healthy school; when there are high expectations, the learning
environment is orderly and serious, teachers believe students can achieve, students are
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committed to doing well, schools are successful, and students achieve at high levels. A
student’s sense of security and self-worth in a classroom provides the scaffolding that
supports increased learning, motivation, self-discipline, realistic risk-taking, and the
ability to deal effectively with mistakes (Brooks). Students will learn most effectively in
an atmosphere in which they feel safe and do not fear being ridiculed or humiliated, in
which they are challenged and assisted to meet realistic goals, in which they feel teachers
genuinely care about them and respect their individuality, in which learning is seen as
exciting rather than drudgery (Brooks). An example of this can be found in a qualitative
study conducted by Haynes and Marans (1999) to assess school climate in an urban
elementary school. The research revealed a connection between the climate and high
rates of absenteeism and low levels of academic achievement. The students’
achievement, behavior, and attitude towards school were all connected to students’
perceptions of being isolated, disregarded, and treated disrespectfully by their peers and
teachers.

School Climate and Bullying
Bullying and harassment pose serious psychological and behavioral risk for
victims and students who bully; these events can also have a serious, negative impact on
the climate and social ecology of schools (Limber & Small, 2003). Students depend on
adults to provide an environment that is safe and free from fear. Changing the climate of
a school is imperative if it is embedded with beliefs and conduct that support bullying
behaviors. Bullies do not stop their behavior for no reason; they persist until confronted
by adults who change the environment in which the behavior occurs or change the mind
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set of the perpetrator (Florida Office of Safe and Healthy Schools, 2005). Attending to
the school climate decreases the likelihood of students interacting in an aggressive or
threatening manner. Schools that implement strategies to create a safe learning
environment benefit from fewer office referrals, less physical bullying, and more
appropriate social interaction (Young, et al., 2006).
According to Elliot (2003), stopping bullying among students is difficult when
adults in the community are actively demonstrating this same behavior. For example,
teachers can be overheard gossiping about students in the hallway. Students who hear
malicious gossip, rumors, and ridicule among adults in their lives take that as a signal this
it is acceptable behavior. Smith and Brain (2000) define this culture of bullying as a
multidimensional phenomenon characterized by a normative set of shared beliefs that
support and even encourage bullying. These beliefs result in behaviors that support
bullying behavior by rewarding, enabling, and empowering the bullies. Key elements in
this culture of bullying are the levels of adult intervention and peer intervention. Results
from a study of six middle schools in Virginia conducted by Unnever and Cornell
(2003b) indicated that fewer than half of the students felt that teachers intervened to stop
bullying behavior and two-thirds felt that their teachers did little to counteract bullying.
Another key finding was that 10% of the students not identified as bullies reported that
they would join in bullying another student leading to their conclusion that even though
bullies may more strongly identify with the culture of bullying, students who do not bully
also adhere to its beliefs.
Bullying in schools contributes to a climate of fear and intimidation where some
students feel unhappy and unwelcome (Batsche & Knoff, 1994). A school climate that
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reinforces or ignores bullying can contribute to a victim’s sense of helplessness and
reluctance to report bullying incidents (Greene, 2003). Although victims are universally
unhappy about their status, the victimization is unlikely to stop unless there is a shift in
the social climate of the school (Gottheil & Dubow, 2001). Humans have a basic need for
emotional and physical safety, for close supportive relationships and connectedness
(Schaps, 2003). An effective way to reduce low level forms of violence in schools is to
create a school culture characterized by warmth, tolerance, sensitivity, diversity
cooperation, and expectations of appropriate behavior (Dupper & Adams, 2002).
Creating a positive school climate rooted in shared values and responsible student
participation can help student feel safe, supported, and engaged in school. In contrast,
students who feel isolated or lonely expend more energy seeking friends than learning
(Mendler, 2001). In a healthy environment students are free from harassment and
know that adults care for them whereas school environments characterized by bullying
and meanness can lead to student isolation and fear inhibiting learning and growth (Fein,
et al., 2002).

School Connectedness
Successful schools are communities of learners that are not based on contracts or
commitments but on shared values and relationship (Horn & Kincheloe, 2001) that create
a caring environment. School climate is defined and fostered by students having a
positive connection to at least one adult in authority (Fein, et al., 2002). This aspect of the
school climate known as school connectedness, commonly referred to as school bonding,
can be defined as students’ experience of caring at school and a sense of closeness to
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school personnel and environment (Smith, 2004). School connectedness is a component
of school climate that creates a feeling of belonging to the school and being accepted by
others and is an outcome of an environment where students are able to know and trust
and be known and trusted by adults (Kohn, 2004). School connectedness includes the
sense of attachment and commitment a student feels as a result of perceiving that students
and peers care about them (Wilson, 2004).
The importance of connecting with a caring environment is evident in the
Wingspread Declaration: A National Strategy for Improving School Connectedness
document created by the Adolescent Health and Development at the University of
Minnesota in collaboration with the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and
the Johnson Foundation (University of Minnesota, 2003). Based on empirical evidence, it
declares that two critical requirements for feeling connected to school include students
experiencing positive adult/student relationships and physical and emotional safety. In
agreement with this Declaration, Blum (2005) suggests several factors that influence
school connectedness: students like school and feel they belong, believe teachers care
about them and their learning and that education matters, have friends at school, believe
discipline is fair, and have opportunities to participate in extracurricular activities.
For comparison, Blum also lists three threats to connectedness: social isolation, lack of
safety in schools, and poor classroom management.
Studies have shown that connecting to school is important beginning as early as
preschool and continuing through high school. At the preschool level, children with more
secure attachments to their teachers and more positive interactions were more engaged in
complex social play, demonstrated more advanced cognitive ability, and showed more
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resiliency (Howes & Ritchie, 2002). Evaluation of the elementary level Child
Development Project revealed increased effectiveness of the program when students
perceived their school as a caring community (Solomon, Battistich, Watson, Schaps, &
Lewis, 2000). At the middle school level, Wentzel (2002) reported that when students
perceive their teachers as supporting, fair, respectful, and having high expectations, the
students show an increased self-efficacy, self-regulation and academic achievement. A
quasi-experimental study of the Seattle Social Development Project involving 808 youth
showed that bonding during the middle and high school years was negatively associated
with substance abuse, delinquency, gang involvement, violence, and academic problems
(Catalano, Haggerty, Oesterle, Fleming, & Hawkins, 2004). School bonding was also
related to lower rates of alcohol consumption and smoking initiation. This study also
revealed that students who were bonded to school by fifth and sixth grade were less likely
to become offenders in seventh grade and those attached to school in grade seven were
more likely to refrain from delinquent behavior through ninth grade. This negative
association held true for students with elevated risk factors as well. Another analysis of
this sample of students found that adolescents bonded to school in ninth grade engaged in
less violent behavior through age 18 while students less bonded in eighth and tenth grade
were twice as likely to engage in violent behavior in twelfth grade (Catalano, et al.). A
final finding of this evaluation was that an increase in school bonding between seventh
and twelfth grade correlated positively with grade point average and negatively with
school misbehavior. The Raising Healthy Children Project also investigated the
relationship of school bonding with problem behaviors and academic achievement
(Catalano, et al.). Findings showed that school bonding in grades three and four was
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negatively associated with problem behavior. The level of bonding in third grade was
also positively associated with academic test scores in seventh grade. In support of the
theory that school bonding serves as a protective factor, this same evaluation showed that
school bonding had a stronger protective effect for children whose parents reported
involvement in antisocial behaviors.
Although connecting students to school is important at all grade levels, it’s
especially crucial during the adolescent years. Over the past decade, educators and school
health professionals have increasingly pointed to school connectedness as an important
factor in reducing the likelihood that adolescents will engage in health compromising
behaviors (Blum, 2005). Bullying and other violent acts are less likely to occur in a
school that feels like a caring community, a place where children experience a sense of
connection to one another and to adults, a place where they feel a sense of belonging
(Kohn, 2004). Students in this type of environment are less likely to skip school, or be
involved in fighting, bullying or vandalism (Blum). Students who feel connected to
school are also less likely to use substances, exhibit emotional distress, demonstrate
violent or deviant behavior, experience suicidal thoughts, or attempt suicide (Blum).
Confirming the importance of belonging, a national study of school dropouts found that a
consistent characteristic of high school students who drop out of school is alienation from
school life (Ecstrom, et al., 1986). In addition, the National Longitudinal Study on
Adolescent Health survey of 90,000 middle and high school students found that a feeling
of connectedness was the number one protective factor against suicidal behavior (Doan,
et al., 2003). Survey results also support previous research findings that students who feel
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a sense of connectedness with school are less likely to drink alcohol, carry weapons, or
engage in other delinquent behaviors.
According to the Wingspread Declaration, by increasing the number of students
connected to school, educators will see a positive change in academic performance,
incidents of fighting, bullying and vandalism, absenteeism, and school completion rates
(University of Minnesota, 2003). Research indicates students with a high degree of
school connectedness exhibit a consistent positive developmental pattern including
improved academic achievement, reduced delinquency rates and decreased rates of
health-risk behaviors (Wilson, 2004). After the school shooting at Columbine High
School, the Colorado professional education associations created a safe school model that
focused on creating an overall school climate where students feel safe, valued, and
supported in their learning and subsequently implemented the model in 32 schools.
Evaluation of the initiative showed that school connectedness was negatively related to
physical aggression and demonstrated the strongest predictive ability, b = -.344, p =.000
for aggression (Wilson). The analysis also showed that school climate is inversely related
to relational aggression, b = -.181, p = .003 and that as connectedness increased,
relational aggression decreased, b = -.600, p = .000. Evaluation of this model also
provided evidence that regardless of climate, strong connectedness to school provides
protective effects. In schools with a negative climate, 39% of low connected students
demonstrated high levels of physical aggression and 56% demonstrated high levels of
relational aggression whereas only 17% of their highly connected classmates
demonstrated physical aggression and 46% demonstrated relational aggression. Highly
connected students were also less likely to experience victimization.
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A student’s sense of belonging to school is highly associated with student
outcomes including academic achievement and involvement with a range of health risk
behaviors. Youth do better when they feel connected to school, feel that they belong, and
that teachers are supportive (Libbey, 2004). In contrast, years of research consistently list
no connection and no support as reasons students drop out of school (Abourjilie, 2006).
As early as 1969 Glasser emphasized the role of warm teacher involvement and its
relationship to school success (Niebuhr, 1999). More recently this has been aligned with
the ideas of Deming’s concept of quality management explaining that part of the
necessary quality conditions in the classroom is that as teachers allow students to know
them, and hopefully like them, the students will work harder, thus increasing their
opportunities for success (Niebuhr). To further support the significance of relationships,
science is increasingly demonstrating that human beings are hardwired for close
attachments beginning with parents, families, and extending out to the community. These
nurturing environment or lack of them affect gene transcription and the development of
brain circuitry (Commission on Children at Risk, 2003). All adolescents need to achieve
a minimum amount of connectedness but not all are able to establish sufficient
connectedness within conventional contexts such as family and school. Youth who have
an imbalance, more unconventional than conventional, in connectedness are at risk for
engaging in violent behaviors (Gerler, 2004).
According to data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health,
junior and senior high school students found that school connectedness, defined as a
feeling of being a part of and cared for at school, is a key to reducing risk for engaging in
violent behavior, substance abuse, and suicide (Blum, McNeely, & Rinehart, 2002).
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Students who feel close to others, fairly treated and vested in school are less likely to
engage in risky behaviors than those who do not (Resnick, et al., 1997). School
connectedness also emerged as an important factor in research conducted with 304 school
employees (Hunt, et al., 2002). Educators were asked to identify and rate ways to help
students feel connected to school. Results showed that teacher attitude (M = 4.80, SD =
.50), students feel someone cares for them (M = 4.79, SD = .50), students feel safe at
school (C = 4.69, SD = .57), student has an adult at school the can go to with a problem
(M= 4.66, SD = .61) and a friendly, positive climate (M = 4.60, SD = .64) were perceived
as important factors in creating a student’s sense of connectedness to school. In
comparison, researchers have found a direct relationship between school
disconnectedness and outcomes such as delinquency, truancy, drug use, and a number of
physical and mental health indicators (Smith, 2004).
As self worth within a community increases, social cooperation within that
community also increases (Morrison, 2002).When a student identifies with the school
community he or she develops a sense of pride and will behave cooperatively to uphold
the school rules and values. Comparatively, a lack of cooperation has been correlated
with high involvement in school bullying (Morrison, 2001). Supporting the link with
antisocial behaviors, a retrospective study involving youth ages 15 to 18 incarcerated for
murder, found the existence of several common elements among the youth: inability to
talk with anyone about feelings, loss of connection to school and the feeling that no one
wanted them in the school anyway (Pharris, 2002).
In addition to behavioral outcomes, connectedness appears essential to many
educational processes and schooling outcomes. Multiple regression analysis of 612
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students revealed that sense of belonging in a class was related to students’ expectations
of academic success, intrinsic interest in academic work, course grades, and teachers’
rating of students’ academic effort (Ma, 2003). Multiple regression analysis of a survey
of 301 multiethnic students designed to examine the correlation between sense of
belonging and measures of motivation and achievement showed that a student’s sense of
belonging has a statistically significant impact on motivation as well as engaged and
persistent effort in difficult academic work (Ma). Research conducted with 2,169
Mexican American students identified as either high achievers or low achievers showed
that a sense of belonging to school was the only statistically significant predictor of
student academic grades (Ma).
An exploratory study conducted by Thorpe (2004) examined the hierarchical
nature of school connectedness and mathematics proficiency. Using gender and ethnicity
as covariates, the researcher hypothesized that connectedness to school would be a
predictor of achievement. In support of the hypothesis, the results showed that gender,
ethnicity, and school connectedness significantly predicted math proficiency with no
variability between schools for gender and ethnicity. The effects of connectedness varied
across schools with 21% of the variance in math scores explained by between school
variability. Percentage of minority students, β = -.11, p < .001 and mobility rate, β = -.76,
p < .0001 predicted math proficiency across schools. Percent of minority students, β =
-.01, p < .01 and mobility rate, β = -.45, p < .05 also predicted school connectedness.
Schools with high mobility rates and a higher percentage of minority students had lower
scores on of math proficiency and fewer students who felt connected to the school.
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Friendship and a sense of belonging to a school community are important in that
there is a positive relationship between academic performance and psychological
adjustment (Kent, 2003). Research indicates that there is a significant relationship
between overall support and being victimized; social support is related to positive
outcomes for students whereas the lack of social support is related to negative outcomes
(Malecki, 2003). Positive peer relationships can be associated with reductions in rates of
peer victimization and may even serve a protective function against future negative
outcomes (Hodge, 2003; Storch, et al., 2003). When students feel a strong sense of
connectedness to school they are less likely to engage in violent behaviors or tolerate
them among peers (Halford, 205). Thorpe (2003) investigated school-initiated
connectedness and peer-initiated connectedness as they relate to student-initiated
connectedness and academic achievement in 1,758 seventh grade students and found
school initiated connectedness has an indirect effect on student achievement through peer
desire to be connected to one another and individual choice to be connected to school.
A sense of school connectedness allows adolescents to identify with those who
are different from them. In contrast, students with a weaker sense of connectedness begin
to feel distant from others leading to a sense of social isolation (Thorpe, 2003). Social
isolation is also a risk factor and a consequence of victimization. Students involved in
school bullying were significantly less likely to reflect high levels of school adjustment
or bonding and victimized children tend to become more school avoidant after they are
victimized by peers (Rigby, 2003; Telljohann, 2003). Similar to the consequences
suffered by students who are bullied: lower self esteem and higher levels of stress,
anxiety, depression, illness, and suicidal ideation (Olweus, 1993), students who cannot
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easily participate in social activities with peers due to restriction on activity or
communication difficulties may begin to identify themselves as helpless individuals
(Kent, 2003). For example, the perception of being left out or undesirable is characteristic
of the social relationships of hard of hearing students putting them at risk of alienation
leading to adverse outcomes including social cognitive processing and social maladaption
(Kent). Kent found that students who self identified as having a hearing disability
reported statistically significant levels of feeling lonely and a correlation between self
identification and reports of being bullied, r = .273, p = .050.
In order for students to feel connected to school, they must feel accepted. This can
be a unique challenge for minority students. Minority students may be connected
differently in a school with a majority of white students than they would be in a school
with a majority of minority students (Thorpe, 2003). This may be intensified for black
male students. Researchers investigating the success of black males in schools cite a lack
of commitment to create a culture of care and nurturance for black boys as a systematic
problem in schools (Varlas, 2005). Research in this area also states that the perceived
lack of caring is the most devastating factor for black youth and that the single most
important thing in turning lives around is the ongoing presence of a caring adult (Varlas).
Developing friendships and relationships with adults appears to be a key
component to creating a sense of school connectedness for all students. Trusting
relationships between adults and students are the product of quality connection,
interaction, and communications. This sense of connectedness to adults has protective
effects for both boys and girls across ethnic, racial, and social class groups (Commission
on Children at Risk, 2003). Students are more likely to feel connected if they believe they
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are being treated fairly, feel safe, and believe that teachers are supportive (Blum, 2005;
Doan, et al., 2003). Developing a classroom characterized by a general physical and
emotional well being, based on mutual respect and trust is a continuous process.
Relationships evolve and do not develop simply because an adult and student have been
assigned to interact with one another (Fein, et al., 2002).
Despite this knowledge, with the current emphasis in education on standards and
accountability, time dedicated to building relationships and a sense of connectedness may
seem like a luxury. Educators are held accountable for student success without regard for
the personal and social conditions that affect students (Mendler, 2001). However, school
connectedness can have a substantial impact on the measures of student achievement for
which schools are currently being held accountable (Blum, 2005). A review of the
research shows that a connected school environment increases the likelihood of academic
success.

Summary
Bullying is a complex phenomenon with long and short term consequences for
both the child who bullies and the victim of bullying behavior. Students who do not feel
connected to their school experience similar risks to those who are victimized by peers.
These difficulties can be compounded for students with special needs. Bullying effects
the climate of a school by interfering with student learning and creating an environment
of disrespect and fear. An investigation of the factors related to bullying reveals that peer
support and a positive school climate are vital for reducing victimization. School culture
research supports the fact that if students are well connected to their schools and teachers
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in a supportive environment, they're more likely to do well academically and stay in
school (McGlynn, 2004). Research also suggests that adult relationships are integral to a
positive school climate but does not address the impact that connections with adults may
have in preventing bullying behaviors and victimization at school. In addition, research
has investigated the impact of school connectedness on achievement separately from the
impact it has on bullying behavior. There is a gap in the literature as to the
interrelationship of these factors.
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Chapter Three
Methodology

This chapter describes the method used to address the research questions
developed to examine the relationship between school connectedness and bullying
victimization. The chapter is presented in eight sections. The first two sections provide an
overview of the problem and purpose of the study. The next section describes the
National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement where the research data
was drawn from. The fourth section outlines the sampling procedures used for the School
Crime Supplement. This is followed by key definitions used in the survey and a
description of the variables that were used in the study. The next section describes the
analytic procedures that were used to answer each research question and the final section
details the limitations of the study. The chapter concludes with a summary of the
methodology.

Problem
Bullying and victimization in school can create an environment that interferes
with student learning (Fein, et al., 2002); whereas a school climate characterized by
cohesiveness, satisfaction, openness, and a high degree of trust allows for higher student
achievement (Fraser, 1999; Hoy & Sabo, 1998). Bullying prevention research highlights
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other negative outcomes of bullying and victimization including an increased risk of
mental health disorders and antisocial behavior that can also negatively impact academic
achievement (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Mishna, 2003; Olweus, 1993; Telljohann, 2003).
In contrast, a student’s sense of belonging to school can have a positive impact on
academic performance and social emotional growth (Kent, 2003). Although educational
researchers concur that learning can only take place when a student feels physically and
emotional safe, emphasis continues to be on accountability and high stakes testing
ignoring the role the school plays in educating the whole child. It is essential that
educators consider both academic and social emotional aspects of learning to create
environments conducive to learning.

Purpose
The study focused on the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness. Considering previous bullying research as well as risk and protective
factor research, the study examined whether the presence of school connectedness serves
as a protective factor diminishing bullying victimization. Gender, race, grade level, and
academic achievement were considered as moderating factors. The role that adult to
student and peer to peer relationships play in the bullying phenomenon was also
investigated. The study looked at relationship differences by investigating whether a
student’s level of school connectedness predicted bullying victimization. Finally, it
identified risk and protective factors that may allow educators to target students at risk of
victimization for proactive intervention as well as indicating prevention efforts at the
school level. The earlier the bully/victim pattern can be broken, the less negative the
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effects will be. The results of this study can provide information to guide educators as
they develop and modify bullying prevention programs to meet the needs of all children.

Research Questions
The research questions addressed in this study were:
1. What is the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness?
a. Is the frequency of bullying victimization related to the level of
connectedness a student has with school?
b. Does the level of connectedness of students who report no experience of
bullying victimization differ from the level of connectedness of students
who report bullying victimization?
c. Is the relationship between occurrences of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
d. Is the relationship between frequency of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
2. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of adult-student relationships
that a student develops?
3. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of peer relationships that a
student develops?
4. Does the impact of adult-student relationships on the frequency of bullying
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victimization differ from the impact of peer relationships on the frequency of
bullying victimization?

Data Source
The research is a secondary analysis of selected data from the 2005 National
Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement. Nationally representative data
sets have become increasingly available, making secondary data analysis of large,
complex sample surveys more common among social and behavioral scientists (BellEllison & Kromrey, 2007). According to Jacobson, Hamilton, and Galloway (1993),
secondary analysis of existing data from large-scale studies can be reanalyzed from a
different perspective, thus enhancing the original study’s contribution to scientific
knowledge. Secondary data analysis also has limitations in that the data source is rarely a
perfect match for the secondary analysis due to the fact that it was originally collected for
a different purpose. However, the Census Bureau conducted the National Crime
Victimization Survey for the purpose of providing statistical information about the nature
and extent of crime throughout the United States (U.S. Department of Justice, 2006), thus
allowing for a more direct matching of data in the study.
The National Crime Victimization Survey is the nation’s primary source of
information on crime and victimization (Dinkes, Cataldi, Kena, & Baum, 2006). It is
administered annually for the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics by the U.S. Census Bureau
to collect information on the frequency and nature of crimes experienced throughout the
United States. In addition to the information collected on the regular survey, additional
surveys are periodically administered in order to obtain specific information. The School
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Crime Supplement was created as a supplement to the National Crime Victimization
Survey to collect additional information about school related victimization on a national
level. The survey was designed by the National Center for Educational Statistics and the
Bureau of Justice Statistics to assist policymakers and academic researchers in making
informed decisions concerning crime at school (Dinkes, et al.) and is considered a
primary source of national level data on crime victimization in schools throughout the
United States (U.S. Department. of Justice, 2006). In addition to exploring the frequency
and nature of crime at school, questions are directed at preventive measures employed by
schools; students' participation in extracurricular activities; perception and enforcement
of school rules; the presence of weapons; drugs, alcohol, and gangs in schools; student
bullying; hate-related incidents; and attitudinal questions relating to the fear of
victimization at school. Demographic characteristics are also provided (U.S. Department.
of Justice).
The School Crime Supplement asks students to self-report incidents of crime and
victimization at school as well as perceptions and attitudes about school. Self-reports can
be an efficient means of getting information about behavior, but efficiency must be
balanced with accuracy (Young, et al., 2006). Survey research literature addresses the
extent that respondents answer honestly. Panel analysis of Monitoring the Future data
showed a high degree of stability in the self report of drug use (Johnston, O’Malley,
Bachman, & Shulenberg, 2006). Additionally, inferential evidence from the survey data
suggested there was little under reporting by skipping questions, over reporting was
minimal, and anonymity made little difference in student self-reports of substance use. In
a research study investigating whether adolescents told the truth on a survey about sexual
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behavior, 83% of respondents reported they were honest in reporting, leading researchers
to the conclusion that the data added to the predictive capacity of models of behavior
(Newcomer & Udry, 1988). Gold (1977) reviewed the literature on self reported
delinquent behavior of adolescents and found that self report was the best single measure
of delinquent behavior and concluded it is accurate enough for use in rigorous research
designs. Although non response and misreporting can be a problem with sensitive
questions, a strategy to overcome this tendency is to assure confidentiality of answers
(Rasinski, Visserm Zagatsky, & Rickett, 2004). Additionally, if the focus is on large
groups, the effect of inaccurate responses is usually very small compared with the total
sample (Fan, et al., 2006).
The School Crime Supplement is a confidential survey administered in person and
via phone by an interviewer who reads the questions and records the participant’s
responses. The administration guidelines also allow for proxy responses in which one
household member answers questions for another. However, bullying research shows that
adult perception of the frequency of bullying behavior varies from student perception.
Pepler and Craig (2000) reported that 71% of teachers say they almost always intervene
in bullying situations whereas only 25% of students report that teachers almost always
intervene. Additionally, their observations showed that teachers intervened in 14% of
bullying incidents in the classroom and only 4% of episodes on the playground. Parents
are also often unaware of bullying problems. Pepler and Craig reported that only 48% of
students who bully and 62% of victims indicated that they talked to their parents about
the bullying problem. Due to this inconsistency between adult and student perceptions of
bullying, proxy interviews were excluded from this study sample.
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The School Crime Supplement survey was conducted in 1989, 1995, 1999, 2001,
2003 and 2005. In 2005, the question related to bullying was modified to include a series
of questions rather than the single question asked on previous versions. Due to this
substantive change in wording, only the 2005 data were used in this study. The 2005
School Crime Supplement consisted of eight sections: screening; environmental; fighting,
bullying and hate behaviors; avoidance; fear; weapons; gangs; and student characteristics.
1. Screening questions were asked to determine if the respondent was eligible to
participate in the survey.
2. Environmental questions gathered information on the type of school the student
attended, measures taken by the school to ensure student safety, and the
availability of drugs and alcohol in school.
3. Fighting, bullying, and hate behavior questions identified the nature and extent of
these crimes at school.
4. Avoidance questions identified the effects of fear of crime on behavior.
5. Fear questions pertained to how often a student feared an attack or being harmed
at school.
6. Weapons questions were designed to determine if students brought weapons to
school for protection.
7. Gang questions related to the presence of organized gangs at school and whether
students came into contact with gangs or gang members at school.
8. Student characteristic questions asked about the respondent's attendance, grades,
and plans regarding college.

85

Sampling Procedures
Households were randomly selected to participate in the National Crime
Victimization Survey with all age-eligible individuals becoming part of the sample.
Respondents were interviewed every six months for a total of seven interviews over a
three-year period. The first interview was face-to-face; the rest were by telephone (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2006). The School Crime Supplement was administered at all
National Crime Victimization Survey households interviewed from January through June
2005. For both surveys, the methods of data collection included interviewing in person or
by telephone with the responses being entered on a paper instrument and computer
assisted telephone interviewing using an automated version of the paper instrument to
administer the questions and record the respondent's answers. Each interview took an
average of 10 minutes to complete.
The National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement employed a
stratified multistage cluster sample of households with children between the ages of 12
and 18 who had attended school at any time during the six months prior to the month of
the interview, and who were enrolled in a school that would advance them toward the
eventual receipt of a high school diploma (U.S. Department of Justice, 2006). Students
who were home schooled were not included in the sample. The survey was conducted
during a six month period from January to June 2005 in all households selected for
participation in the National Crime Victimization Survey. Eligible respondents were
asked the supplemental questions on the School Crime Supplement only after completing
the National Crime Victimization Survey.
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Of the 11,525 National Crime Victimization Survey respondents eligible, 7,112
(61.7%) students participated in the 2005 administration of the School Crime
Supplement. The remaining 38.3% were non-interviews (U.S. Department of Justice,
2006). The overall unweighted School Crime Supplement completion rate was 56%
(Dinkes, et al., 2006) and the item response rate for most items was 95% (U.S.
Department of Justice). Because interviews with students were only completed after
households responded to the National Crime Victimization Survey, the overall
completion rate reflects both the household and student interview completion rates. The
data from the School Crime Supplement is weighted to represent the population from
which the sample was drawn. Although the original School Crime Supplement survey
sample size was 7,112, after removing proxy interviews and limiting the sample to those
with complete data on all variables of interest, the sample for this study included 5,780
respondents.

Definitions
School
For the purposes of the National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime
Supplement, school was defined as any institution designed to advance a person toward a
high school diploma (U.S. Departments. of Justice, 2006). The definition of school
included in the school building, on school property, or on the way to or from school.
Students schooled at home were not considered as attending school in administration of
this survey.
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Bullying
Bullying is a form of aggression in which there is an imbalance of power between
the bully and victim (Pepler & Craig, 2000). A student is being bullied when he or she is
exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more students
(Olweus, 1993). Bullying can be verbal, physical, or psychological in nature and can be
done directly or indirectly. Direct bullying involves face to face aggression while indirect
bullying traditionally involves more covert behaviors such as exclusion and gossip
(Pepler & Craig). With the explosion of technology, indirect bullying has expanded to
cyber space. Cyberbullying is a psychological form of social cruelty conveyed through
electronic media (Shariff, 2005) such as cell phones, web sites, chat rooms, text
messages, e-mails, and web logs.
During administration of the National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime
Supplement, respondents were provided an explanation of what being bullied meant prior
to being asked questions about bullying victimization. For the purpose of the study it was
defined as what students do at school that make you feel bad or are hurtful to you and
included questions about teasing, rumors, threats, physical attacks, coercion, exclusion,
and destruction of property. Cyberbullying was not included in the 2005 survey.

Academic Achievement
Academic achievement is defined as adequate progress towards meeting state
content and performance standards. In this study, academic achievement was measured
by students’ self-reported grades. According to Dornbusch, et al. (1990), educators’
consensus is that grades are the most appropriate measure of a student’s current
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performance. They found self-reported grades were a close approximation to school
transcripts (r = .78) with only a slight inflation of grades at the lower end of the spectrum.

School Connectedness
School connectedness refers to a student’s relationship to school and is defined as
a component of school climate that creates a feeling of belonging to the school, and being
accepted by others (Blum, 2005; Blum & Libbey, 2005; Nakammura, 2000; Perlstein,
2004). It represents the sense of attachment and commitment a student feels towards
school and includes students’ experiences of caring at school and a sense of closeness to
school personnel and environment (Smith, 2004). School connectedness includes the
degree to which students feel close to people at school, are happy to be at school, and feel
like a part of the school (Libbey, 2004). Educational research offers several common
components of school connectedness including academic engagement and high
expectations; a physically and emotionally safe environment; feeling respected; feelings
that adults care about students; having a supportive relationship with at least one person;
opportunities to participate in extracurricular activities; presence of friends; discipline;
fairness; and liking school (Blum; Blum & Libbey; Nakammura; Perlstein).

Key Variables
The dependent variables in this study were the occurrence and the frequency of
bullying victimization as measured by the School Crime Supplement self-report survey.
The independent variables in this study were components of school connectedness
determined through factor analysis including sense of emotional safety, relationships, and
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involvement in extracurricular activities. Additional independent variables were strength
of adult-student relationships, strength of peer relationships, gender, race, grade level,
and self-reported academic achievement. School safety indicators were included in the
school connectedness factor analysis but not in the final regression analysis. In order to
answer the research questions examining the relationship between bullying victimization
and school connectedness, selected survey questions representing school connectedness
and bullying victimization were used. Data from these questions were coded numerically
for ease of analysis.
Due to their comparability to school connectedness components outlined in
educational research, variables from several survey questions were selected to include in
factor analysis of school connectedness variables. The first variable corresponds to
participation in extracurricular activities and was measured by the question “During the
last six months, have you participated in any of the following extra-curricular activities at
school?
a. Athletic teams at school?
b. Spirit groups, for example, cheerleading or Pep Club?
c. Performing arts, for example, band, orchestra, or drama?
d. Academic clubs, for example, debate team, honor society, Spanish club or
math club?
e. School government?
f. Service clubs, for example, Key Club or other service oriented groups?
g. Other school clubs or school activities?”
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The second and third variables represent the students’ sense of physical safety and
were measured by two questions: “Does your school take any measures to make sure
students are safe? For example, does the school have:
a. Security guards or assigned police officers?
b. Other school staff or other adults supervising the hallway?
i. A code of student conduct, that is, a set of written rules or guidelines that
the school provides you?”
“During the last six months, did you stay at home from school because you thought
someone might attack or harm you at school, or going to or from school?”
The fourth variable measured the factors related to the students’ emotional safety
and bonding with the school and were measured by the questions:
“During the last four weeks, did you skip any classes?”
“Thinking about your school over the last six months, would you strongly agree, agree,
disagree, or strongly disagree with the following:
b. The school rules are fair.
c. The punishment for breaking school rules is the same no matter who
you are”
“Thinking about the teachers at your school, during the last six months, would you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following:
a. Teachers treat students with respect
b. Teachers care about students”
“Thinking about the teachers at your school, during the last six months, would you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following:
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a. At school, there is an adult I can talk to who cares about my feelings and what
happens to me.
b. At school, there is an adult who helps me with practical problems, who gives
good suggestions and advice about my problems”
“Thinking about friends at your school, during the last six months, would you strongly
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following:
a. At school, I have a friend I can talk to who cares about my feelings and what
happens to me.
b. At school, I have a friend who helps me with practical problems, who gives good
suggestions and advice about my problems”
Factor analysis is a statistical approach used to analyze the interrelationships of a
large number of variables for the purpose of condensing them into smaller sets of factors
with a minimum loss of information (Heir, et al., 1992). According to Heir, et al., factor
analysis can be used to verify a conceptualization of a construct of interest. In order to
find the least number of factors that account for the common variance in the variables
identified to measure school connectedness and to validate the school connectedness
model, a principal factor analysis was done to determine the school connectedness
construct variables. Analysis resulted in the creation of two construct variables:
emotional safety and relationships. The components included in the construct variables
are outlined in Table 6. As a result of the factor analysis, extra curricular activities were
recoded to be measured as participation or nonparticipation and questions related to
physical safety were not considered as part of school connectedness. The question related
to skipping classes was also eliminated as a result of the factor analysis.
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Table 6
Components of School Connectedness Construct Variables
Emotional safety
Teachers care about students
Teachers treat students with respect
School rules are fair
Punishment for breaking the rules is the same
Relationships
Have friend at school who helps with problem
Have friend at school to talk to
There is adult at school who cares about me
Have adult who helps with problems

Although questions relating to adult-student relationships and peer relationships
were included in the school connectedness factor analysis, the questions were also
analyzed separately to answer research questions 2.) Is bullying victimization mediated
by the strength of adult-student relationships that a student develops? 3.) Is bullying
victimization mediated by the strength of peer relationships that a student develops? and
4.) Does the impact of adult-student relationships on the frequency of bullying
victimization differ from the impact of peer relationships on the frequency victimization?
Bullying victimization encompasses the student’s experience of being bullied and
has a twofold purpose: determining if bullying victimization occurred and if so, the
frequency of the behavior. The bullying victimization variable was derived from
questions regarding whether bullying occurred and how frequently it happened. More
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specifically, the first question addressed the occurrence by asking “During the last six
months, has any other student bullied you? That is, has another student…
Made fun of you, called you names or insulted you?
Spread rumors about you?
Threatened you with harm?
Pushed you, shoved you, tripped you or spit on you?
Tried to make you do things you did not want to do, for example, give them money or
other things?
Excluded you from activities on purpose?
Destroyed your property on purpose?”
An affirmative response to any segment of this question put the respondent in the
category of having experienced bullying victimization while a negative response to all
segments placed the respondent in the category of no experience of bullying
victimization.
Students who responded affirmatively to occurrence question were then
questioned about the frequency of the behavior “During the last six months, how often
did this happen to you?
once or twice in the last six months
once or twice a month
once or twice a week
almost every day”
Responses to this question were numerically coded to obtain the variable for the
frequency of bullying victimization. Respondents who skipped this question due to a
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negative response on question 19a were coded (0). Students responding don’t know to
this question were excluded from frequency calculations.
In addition to the bullying victimization variables and school connectedness
construct variable, individual responses to questions were included in the analysis to
investigate moderating factors. Grade level was determined using data from the question
“During the last 6 months what grade were you in school?” Possible responses included
fifth or under, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth, or college/GED.
Responses within the range of sixth through twelfth were used in the study. The
academic achievement variable was taken from the question: “During this school year,
across all subjects, have you gotten mostly
A’s
B’s
C’s
D’s
F’s”
The race and gender variables were taken from the race/ethnicity and sex variables
collected in the National Crime Victimization Survey and appended into the School
Crime Supplement data file. Operational definitions and coding for each variable
included in the study are provided in Table 7.
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Table 7
Study Variables and Operational Definitions
Variable

Operational definition
Dependent variables: bullying victimization

Occurrence of bullying
victimization

Experienced any of the following within the previous six
months: made fun of, called names, or insulted; spread
rumors about student; threatened with harm; pushed,
shoved, tripped or spit on; tried to make do things that
student did not want to do; excluded from activities on
purpose; had property destroyed on purpose
No (0), Yes (1)

Frequency of bullying
victimization

How often bullying happened within the last six months:
once or twice (1), once or twice a month (2), once or
twice a week (3), almost every day (4), never (0)
Independent variables: school connectedness

Emotional safety

Level of agreement with:
The school rules are fair
The punishment for breaking school rules is same
Teachers treat students with respect
Teachers care about students
Mean of likert scale responses: Strongly agree (4),
agree (3), disagree (2), strongly disagree (1)
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Table 7 (continued). Study Variables and Operational Definitions
Variable
Relationships

Operational definition
Level of agreement with:
At school, there is an adult I can talk to who cares
my feelings and what happens to me.
At school, there is an adult who helps me with practical
problems, who gives good suggestions and advice
about my problems.
At school, I have a friend I can talk to who cares about
my feelings and what happens to me
At school, I have a friend who helps me with practical
problems, who gives good suggestions and advice
about my problems.
Mean of likert scale responses: Strongly agree (4),
agree (3), disagree (2), strongly disagree (1)

Extracurricular Involvement

Participation in:
Athletic teams
Spirit groups
Performing arts
Academic clubs
School government
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Table 7 (continued). Study Variables and Operational Definitions
Variable

Operational definition
Service clubs
Other school clubs or school activities
Participation in any: No (0), Yes (1)
Moderating Factors

Race/Ethnicity

White: No (0), Yes (1)
Black: No (0), Yes (1)
American Indian, Alaskan Native: No (0), Yes (1)
Asian: No (0), Yes (1)
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander: No (0), Yes (1)
Hispanic: No (0), Yes (1)
Multi: No (0), Yes (1)

Gender

Male (1), Female (2)

Grade

Numeric grade level
Six: No (0), Yes (1)
Seven: No (0), Yes (1)
Eight: No (0), Yes (1)
Nine: No (0), Yes (1)
Ten: No (0), Yes (1)
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Table 7 (continued). Study Variables and Operational Definitions
Variable

Operational definition
Eleven No (0), Yes (1)
Twelve: No (0), Yes (1)

Achievement Level

Most frequent grade over the past year
A (5), B (4), C (3), D (2), F (1), no grades given (0)

Strength of Adult – Student

Presence of trusted adult at school

Relationships

There is an adult I can talk to who cares my feelings and
what happens to me
There is an adult who helps me with practical problems,
gives good suggestions, and advice about my problems

Strength of peer

Presence of trusted friend at school

relationships

I have a friend I can talk to who cares about my feelings
and what happens to me
I have a friend who helps me with practical problems,
gives good suggestions and advice about my problems
Mean of Likert scale responses: strongly agree (4),
agree (3), disagree (2) or strongly disagree (1)
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Data Analysis
This study was a secondary analysis of data collected in the 2005 administration
of the School Crime Supplement of the National Crime Victimization Survey. Measures
of school connectedness, bullying victimization, and student characteristics from selfreported cases were used. Quantitative data was analyzed using SAS software. Unit and
item response rates in surveys are rarely close to 100%, and non response rates are
commonly assumed to be ignorable (Copas & Farewell, 1998). However when the topic
of interest is sensitive, informants’ propensity to respond may result in non-ignorable
non-response (Copas & Farewell). Although bullying victimization can be a sensitive
topic for those enduring bullying behavior, standard techniques for regression models
require full covariate information, with the most commonly used technique for handling
missing data being complete case analysis (Ibrahim, Chen, Lipsitz, Stuart, & Herring,
2005). Therefore, only respondents with complete data for all variables of interest were
included in the study and a discussion of non response is included in chapter five.
Principal factor analysis was done to confirm the commonalities among the
variables included in the school connectedness constructs and reliability estimates were
determined. Weighted descriptive statistics including means and standard errors were
computed for each individual variable and construct. In order to answer the research
questions, a weighted multivariate analysis was done to determine the relationship
between bullying behaviors and school connectedness and to identify the combination of
factors that influence the relationship. Analysis of data from complex sample surveys
requires the use of software that incorporates sample weights and accurate estimates of
variance (Bell-Ellison & Kromrey, 2007). Therefore, to account for the complex nature
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of the sampling procedures employed, SAS SURVEY procedures were used in analysis.
Table 8 lists the research questions, variables, and method of analysis.

Table 8
Analysis to Answer Research Questions
Research question

Variable

Analysis

Level of connectedness

Logistic

Occurrence of victimization

regression

Level of connectedness

Multiple

Frequency of victimization

regression

Level of connectedness for

Logistic

students who report no experience of

those reporting victimization

regression

bullying victimization differ from the

Level of connectedness for

level of connectedness of students who

those reporting no

report bullying victimization?

victimization

1.What is the relationship between
bullying victimization and school
connectedness?

1a. Is the frequency of bullying
victimization related to the level of
connectedness a student has with school?

1b. Does the level of connectedness of

Occurrence of victimization

1c. Is the relationship between occurrences
of bullying victimization and

Level of connectedness

Logistic

Occurrence of victimization

regression
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Table 8 (continued). Analysis to Answer Research Questions
Research question

Variable

connectedness impacted by

Gender, race, grade level

gender, race, grade level, or

Academic achievement

Analysis

academic achievement levels?

1d. Is the relationship between frequency

Frequency of connectedness

Multiple

of victimization and connectedness

Frequency of victimization

regression

impacted by gender, race, grade level, or

Gender, race, grade level

academic achievement levels?

Academic achievement

2. Is bullying victimization moderated by

Frequency of victimization

Multiple

Adult relationship strength

regression

Frequency of victimization

Multiple

Peer relationship strength

regression

Adult relationship strength

Multiple

Peer relationship strength

regression

the strength of adult-student relationships
that a student develops?

3. Is bullying victimization moderated by
the strength of peer relationships that a
student develops?

4. Does the impact of adult-student
relationships differ from the impact of
peer relationships on the frequency
bullying victimization
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Research Question 1
The initial research question explored the extent to which school connectedness
relates to bullying victimization. A principal factor analysis examined the relationship
between the individual variables included in the school connectedness constructs prior to
regression analysis. A weighted logistic regression analysis was conducted to determine
the degree of the relationship between the two variables and to evaluate how well the
level of school connectedness predicts bullying victimization in general. A regression
analysis was also conducted to examine the level of connectedness of non victims in
comparison to those experiencing bullying victimization. The effects of specific
components of school connectedness were considered in the regression analyses as well.
The first research question also looks at moderating factors in the relationship. To answer
this segment of the question, logistic regression equations were developed that included
interaction terms for race, gender, academic achievement, and grade level. These
regression equations were used to identify if the relationship between a student’s level of
connectedness with school and bullying victimization can be accounted for by the
student’s race, gender, academic achievement, or grade level.

Research Questions 2, 3, and 4
The remaining three research questions examined the impact of relationships on
bullying victimization. Multiple regression analyses were done to examine the
relationship between adult-student relationships, peer relationships, and bullying
victimization while controlling for race, gender, academic achievement, and grade level.
The assumptions required to do multiple regression analysis were assessed.
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Limitations
There are several limitations inherent in the research design. Although the sample
is nationally representative, it is not a random sample. The sample selected is just one of
many possible samples that could have been selected resulting in sampling error
variability (DeVoe & Kaffenberger, 2005). Because the School Crime Supplement is a
sample survey, non-response bias can affect the strength and application of data. The
sampling frame has four student or school characteristic variables for which data is
known for respondents and non-respondents: sex, race, household income, and
urbanicity. To the extent that there were differential responses within these groups, nonresponse bias would be a concern (Dinkes, et al., 2006).
Another potential limitation is instrumentation. The School Crime Supplement is
a self-report survey used to gather data on crime victimization at school allowing
participants to express bias in their responses. Additionally, the survey was read to
respondents so students did not have the opportunity to respond anonymously. Several
other limitations of victimization surveys may also impact the estimates of bullying
reported in the School Crime Supplement. The survey asked about incidents of bullying
that occurred during the last six months. Respondents may have reported on victimization
that occurred outside that reference period artificially inflating the report. The survey also
listed bullying incidents as single points in time. However, because victims often live in a
state of victimization where they are regularly threatened (DeVoe & Kaffenberger, 2005),
the report may be artificially deflated. Additionally, respondent’s recall of bullying
episodes may have been inaccurate leading to an underestimate of victimization.
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Conclusions reached in this study are delimited to the extent that parents refused
their child’s participation, students chose not to participate, failed to answer some
questions, or provided false or misleading responses resulting in a less reliable basis to
form generalizations. If a different population was included, results may differ.

Summary
This chapter outlined the design of the investigation to answer the research
questions and fulfill the purpose of the study. The study examined the relationship
between a student’s level of connectedness with school and his/her experience with
bullying victimization utilizing data from the 2005 National Crime Victimization Survey
School Crime Supplement. The impact of race, gender, academic achievement, and grade
level were considered. A comparison of the role of adult-student and peer relationships
was also conducted. Empirical evidence gathered from this study adds to the bullying
prevention knowledge base.
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Chapter Four
Results

The purpose of this secondary analysis of data collected in the 2005
administration of the School Crime Supplement of the National Crime Victimization
Survey was to examine whether the presence of school connectedness serves as a
protective factor diminishing bullying victimization and to investigate the impact that
adult and peer relationships, gender, race, grade level, and academic achievement have on
the relationship. This chapter reports the results of the SAS statistical analysis done to
answer the four research questions. The first section provides an overview of the results.
The second section presents results of the preliminary analysis including data
management and factor analysis. The next section reports descriptive statistics and the
final two sections present results of the multivariate analysis completed to answer each
research question and follow up analysis. The chapter concludes with a summary of
findings.

Overview of Results
The study sample included only observations with complete data for the variables
of interest resulting in a sample size of 5,780 students. Weighted multivariate analysis
was done to answer the research questions addressed in the study:
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1. What is the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness?
a. Is the frequency of bullying victimization related to the level of
connectedness a student has with school?
b. Does the level of connectedness of students who report no experience of
bullying victimization differ from the level of connectedness of students
who report bullying victimization?
c. Is the relationship between occurrences of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
d. Is the relationship between frequency of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
2. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of adult-student relationships
that a student develops?
3. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of peer relationships that a
student develops?
4. Does the impact of adult-student relationships on the frequency of bullying
victimization differ from the impact of peer relationships on the frequency of
bullying victimization?
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Summary of Results
The analysis showed a very weak relationship between school connectedness as
measured by emotional safety, relationships, and participation in extracurricular activities
and the occurrence and frequency of bullying victimization. The school connectedness
variables were statistically significant predictors of bullying but accounted for just 2% of
the variance in occurrence of victimization and 1% of variance in the frequency of
victimization. Adding gender, race, grade level, and academic achievement to the
regression analysis increased the proportion of variance accounted for by the model to
5% for occurrence and 3% for frequency of victimization. Race was the only independent
variable that was not a statistically significant predictor of occurrence of victimization.
Neither race nor gender was found to be a statistically significant predictor of frequency
of victimization. Similarly, school connectedness factors accounted for a very small
amount of variance for students who reported that they had not experienced bullying
victimization. Correlation analysis also showed a weak relationship between level of
connectedness and both students who experienced victimization and those that did not.
An examination of the moderating effect of adult-student relationships and peer
relationships showed that neither type of relationship was a statistically significant
predictor of occurrence of bullying victimization. Peer relationships were a statistically
significant predictor of frequency of victimization. Independently, adult-student
relationships were not a significant predictor of frequency but did prove to be statistically
significant when combined with peer relationships.
Based on the literature review, the results were somewhat unexpected. Since the
results of the analysis showed a weak relationship between the variables selected to
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represent school connectedness and the occurrence and frequency of bullying
victimization, an additional correlation analysis was done to examine the relationship
between occurrence of bullying and all variables of interest. Once again, only weak
relationships were found. Although weak predictor variables, the strongest relationship
was between occurrence of bullying victimization and how frequently students were
distracted from doing schoolwork because other students were misbehaving followed by
the variable measuring how often teachers punish students during class. Adding these
variables to the constructs developed for measuring school connectedness decreased the
efficiency of the regression model. However, a regression analysis using just the four
variables with the highest correlations showed that the strongest predictor of occurrence
of bullying victimization was a model that included school rules are fair, same
punishment for breaking rules, how often teachers punish other students in class, and how
often student is distracted by another student’s behavior. These variables still only
accounted for 9% of the variance in occurrence of victimization.

Preliminary Analysis

Data Management
The original data set was retrieved from the Inter-University Consortium for
Political and Social Research website. The data file included 11,525 observations and
4,173 variables from both the National Crime Victimization Survey and the School
Crime Supplement. Prior to data analysis, SAS set up for the ASCII file was done using
the SAS set up file provided with the National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime
Supplement data files. Coding to normalize weights was done.
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Recoding was done to change all “No” responses from (2) to (0). Reverse coding
was done to all Likert scale responses changing “strongly agree” to (4), “agree” to (3),
“disagree” to (2) and “strongly disagree” to (1). Reverse coding was also done to
academic grades coding “A” equal to (5) and “F” equal to (1). “School does not give
grades” responses were coded as (0). Items with a “don’t know” response, residuals, and
out of universe responses were recoded as missing data. A data set was created that
included only the variables of interest in this study and observations with missing
responses for the variables of interest were eliminated. The resulting sample included
5,780 observations and 45 variables.

Factor Analysis
Based on educational research, 20 variables related to school connectedness were
identified and a principal factor analysis was done to examine commonalities in order to
create construct variables for school connectedness. The data included in the analysis
were the responses to questions measuring participation in extracurricular activities such
as athletic teams, spirit groups, performing arts, academic clubs, school government,
service clubs, and other school activities; physical safety measures such as presence of
security guards, staff supervision, student code of conduct and missing school due to
safety concerns; and emotional safety measures such as fairness of rules and punishment,
respect and caring, having adults and peers to talk to and go to for help, and skipping
classes.
Three factors were retained by the proportion criterion. A factor loading cut point
of 0.30 was used to identify the components for each factor. The first factor represented
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emotional safety and included teachers care about students, teachers treat students with
respect, school rules are fair, and all receive the same punishment for breaking the rules.
The second factor represented relationships and consisted of have friend at school who
helps with problems, have adult at school who helps with problems, have a friend at
school to talk to, and have an adult at school who cares. Items indicating involvement in
extracurricular activities comprised the third factor. Variables related to school safety and
skipping class did not identify with any of the factors. The factor loading based on the
rotated factor pattern is found in Table 9.
A reliability test was run in order to measure the internal consistency among the
individual items for each factor. Cronbach’s alpha increases with the average correlation
between items with .7 considered to be an acceptable reliability coefficient (Nunnaly,
1978). Both the emotional safety (α = 0.75) and relationship (α = 0.81) factors had
sufficient reliability and each were recoded as a construct variable using the mean of the
individual variables with a scale of 1 (low) to 4 (high). Cronbach’s alpha for the
extracurricular factor (α = .47) indicated insufficient reliability. Deleting individual
extracurricular variables did not increase reliability. Therefore, rather than creating a
construct variable, extracurricular variables were recoded to indicate participation in any
of the activities as involvement (1) and nonparticipation in any activities as
noninvolvement (0).
Since school safety factors did not fall with any of the factors in the school
connectedness factor analysis, a separate factor analysis was done on these variables. One
factor was retained by the proportion criterion. Although security guards (0.32824) and
staff in hallways (0.32502) fit together, Cronbach’s alpha indicated that they were not a
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reliable construct for school safety (α = .29). Therefore, school safety was not included in
the regression analysis.

Descriptive Statistics
Sample
The National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement was
administered to 7,112 students in grades 6 through 12. This study included only
observations with complete data for all variables of interest resulting in a final sample
size of 5,780 (n = 5,780). The weighted sample included slightly more males (n = 2,941)
than females (n = 2,839) and more ninth grade students (n = 957) than any other grade
level (mode = 9). The survey categorized race as white, black, American Indian, Asian,
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, or multiracial with Hispanic origin considered separately.
Most students in the weighted sample were identified as white (n = 4,426) and 1,006
students were identified as being of Hispanic origin (n = 1,006). The most frequently selfreported school grade was mostly B’s (n = 2476). Complete frequency information is
reported in Table 10. Despite removal of outliers, demographic variables were not
normally distributed. The distribution of grade level was slightly platykurtic (skewness =
0.006, kurtosis = -0.79). The distribution of self- reported grades was negatively skewed
and leptokurtic (skewness = -1.28, kurtosis = 3.44) and the distribution of race was
positively skewed and leptokurtic (skewness = 2.79, kurtosis = 8.56). The distributions of
demographic variables are shown in figures 1, 2, and 3
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Table 9
Factor Analysis of Variables Related to School Connectedness
Variable

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Teachers care about students

0.70067

0.27185

-0.08610

Teachers treat students w/respect

0.67978

0.21026

-0.07328

School rules are fair

0.54204

0.14888

-0.03061

Same punishment break rules

0.501.86

0.13252

0.06870

School safety; security guards

0.09572

0.00792

-0.00786

Skip class

0.02460

0.00945

-0.01898

-0.05733

0.01194

0.01050

Friend help w/problem

0.15346

0.78727

-0.15758

Friend to talk to

0.13886

0.77768

-0.16400

Adult who cares about me

0.43902

0.53182

-0.08022

Adult help w/problem

0.45636

0.50147

-0.05444

Academic club participation

-0.02810

-0.05627

0.48868

Service club participation

-0.01876

-0.05505

0.42206

School government participation

-0.03564

-0.04615

0.37870

Other school activities

-0.00398

-0.04614

0.29707

Performing arts participation

-0.06836

-0.08373

0.23969

Spirit group participation

0.00560

-0.03373

0.02333

Athletics participation

0.08601

-0.06633

0.18722

School safety: Code of Conduct

-0.00961

-0.00345

-0.01181

School safety: staff in hallways

0.01813

-0.02183

-0.05150

Stay home fear of attack
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Table 10
Demographics of Study Sample
Variable

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

Male

2941

82.68

50.89

0.70

Female

2839

78.40

49.11

0.70

White

4426

135.96

76.57

1.09

Black

929

55.96

16.08

0.97

71

15.18

1.24

0.26

289

21.51

5.00

0.36

Hawaiian/Pacific

26

6.39

0.44

0.11

Multi

39

7.10

0.67

0.12

1083

61.61

17.41

0.90

Mostly A’s

1985

7.88

34.33

0.80

Mostly B’s

2476

9.18

42.84

0.76

Mostly C’s

1064

13.32

18.40

0.60

Mostly D’s

157

43.38

2.70

0.23

Mostly F’s

55

69.85

0.97

0.15

No grades given

43

70.50

.75

0.14

Gender

Race

Am Indian
Asian

Hispanic origin
Academic grade
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Table 10 (continued). Demographics of Study Sample
Variable

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

6th

466

22.50

8.06

0.33

7th

887

32.01

15.35

0.48

8th

930

42.62

16.10

0.57

9th

957

36.16

16.55

0.55

10th

948

39.16

16.40

0.51

11th

854

37.26

14.78

0.52

12th

738

37.52

12.77

0.57

number

Grade level

1200
1000
800
600
400
200
0
6th

7th

8th

9th
grade level

Figure 1: Distribution of Grade Level
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10th

11th

12th

3000

number

2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0
A

B

C

D

F

No Gr

Haw/Pac

Multi

self reported grade

Figure 2: Distribution of Self-Reported Grades

5000
number

4000
3000
2000
1000
0
White

Black

Am Ind

Asian

race

Figure 3: Distribution of Race

Dependent Variables
The dependent variables in this study were the occurrence of bullying
victimization and the frequency of bullying victimization. There were 1,671 students who
reported experiencing bullying victimization and 4,109 who reported not experiencing
any bullying victimization during the past six months. Over 87% of students reported that
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bullying only happened once or twice over the past six months. The distribution of scores
was positively skewed and leptokurtic (skewness = 3.48, kurtosis = 12.72). Table 11
contains complete frequency information and distribution is shown in Figure 4.

Table 11
Frequency of Dependent Variables
Variable

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

Bullying victimization
Experienced

1671

61.61

28.90

0.74

Not experienced

4109

117.09

71.10

0.74

5078

122.41

87.85

0.48

1 or 2 x in month

399

23.71

6.91

0.37

1 or 2 times in week

178

13.68

3.09

0.22

Almost every day

125

14.02

2.15

0.23

Freq of victimization
1 or 2 x in 6 months

6000
Number Reporting

5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0
1 or 2 x in 6 months 1 or 2 x in month

1 or 2 x in week

Almost every day

Frequency of Victimization

Figure 4. Distribution of Frequency of Bullying Victimization
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Independent Variables
The independent variables in the study were school connectedness, grade level,
academic achievement, race, gender, peer relationships, and adult-student relationships.
Based on previous research, school connectedness was measured by three variables:
extracurricular involvement and two construct variables created through factor analysis
named emotional safety and relationships. Sixty six percent of students reported
participating in extracurricular activities (n = 3829) and 24% reported no involvement (n
= 1951). The mean score for emotional safety was 3.1 on a scale of 1 to 4 (n = 2222).
Mode and median scores were also 3 (mode = 3, Mdn = 3). Figure 5 shows a slightly
leptokurtic distribution (skewness = -0.13, kurtosis = 1.34). The mean score for
relationships was 3.2 with nearly 41% of students reporting level 3 (n = 2362), 18%
reporting level 4 (n = 1047), and 1% reporting level 1 (n = 82). Scores were normally
distributed (skewness = 0.47, kurtosis = 0.35). See Figure 6. Complete frequency
information for the school connectedness components is contained in Table 12.

2500
# reporting

2000
1500
1000
500
0
1.

1.25. 1.5. 1.75.

2.

2.25. 2.5. 2.75.
Score

Figure 5. Distribution of Emotional Safety Scores
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3.

3.25. 3.5. 3.75.

4.

2500
# reporting

2000
1500
1000
500
0
1.

1.25. 1.5. 1.75.

2.

2.25. 2.5. 2.75.

3.

3.25. 3.5. 3.75.

4.

Score

Figure 6. Distribution of Relationship Scores

Table 12
Frequency of School Connectedness Components
Variable

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

Extracurricular
Involvement

3829.00

98.07

66.23

0.78

Non involvement

1951.00

69.05

33.76

0.78

1

3.43

2.09

0.06

0.04

1 .25

3.32

1.67

0.06

0.03

1.5

17.94

5.17

0.31

0.09

1.75

23.68

5.73

0.40

0.10

2

76.27

9.01

1.32

0.16

2.25

174.48

15.16

3.02

0.25

2.5

336.87

22.33

5.82

0.35

Emotional safety
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Table 12 (continued). Frequency of School Connectedness Components
Variable
2.75

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

757.31

40.37

13.10

0.60

2222.00

70.32

38.45

0.84

3.25

658.90

26.48

11.40

0.37

3.5

639.97

32.18

11.07

0.44

3.75

409.06

24.40

7.08

0.39

4

456.40

22.02

7.90

0.36

1

0.82

0.82

0.01

0.01

1 .25

3.06

1.84

0.50

0.03

1.5

8.90

3.87

0.16

0.07

1.75

3.96

2.07

0.07

0.04

2

26.95

6.35

0.47

0.11

2.25

58.23

8.34

1.01

0.14

2.5

244.14

18.48

4.22

0.31

2.75

309.45

20.23

5.35

0.33

2362.00

80.44

40.86

0.93

3.25

460.55

23.57

7.97

0.36

3.5

863.77

34.02

14.94

0.51

3.75

391.46

24.11

6.77

0.37

1047.00

42.74

18.11

0.61

3

Relationships

3

4

120

Moderating Factors
Peer relationships and adult-student relationships were considered as moderating
factors in the occurrence and frequency of bullying victimization. Peer relationships were
measured using the mean of two questions asking about friends at schools and adultstudent relationships were measured using the mean of two questions asking about adults
at schools. Both were scored on a scale of 1 (low) to 4 (high). Strong peer relationships
were reported by 58% of respondents (n = 3361) and very strong peer relationships were
reported by 36% of the participants (n = 2101). There was an approximate normal
distribution of scores (skewness = -0.35, kurtosis = 0.66). Slightly fewer students
reported having relationships with adults with 23% reporting very strong adult-peer
relationships (n = 1315) and 65% reporting strong adult-student relationships (n = 3780).
Distribution of scores was normal (skewness = -0.12, kurtosis = 0.60). Complete
frequency information is reported in Table 13.
Grade level, academic achievement level, race, and gender were also considered
as moderating factors. The frequency and distribution of these variables are described in
the section entitled Sample and can be seen in Table 10 and Figures 1, 2, and 3.
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Table 13
Frequency of Moderating Factors
Variable

Wgt. f

SD of Wgt f

%

SE of %

Peer Relationships
1

14.11

4.54

0.24

0.08

8.10

3.67

0.14

0.06

2

127.50

12.95

2.21

0.22

2.5

168.55

15.30

2.91

0.25

2843.00

92.78

49.18

0.99

517.97

29.40

8.96

0.50

2101.00

68.25

36.35

0.78

1

15.74

3.84

0.27

0.08

1.5

18.42

4.42

0.32

0.07

2

262.61

19.35

4.54

0.32

2.5

388.09

24.47

6.71

0.38

3227.00

91.22

55.84

0.81

552.59

28.11

9.56

0.43

1315.00

47.32

22.76

0.64

1.5

3
3.5
4

Adult-Student
Relationships

3
3.5
4
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Multivariate Analysis
Assumptions
Prior to conducting the regression analysis, assumptions were considered.
Although the predictor variables are random rather than fixed, regression is relatively
robust to violations of this assumption. The constructs created as predictor variables each
had acceptable reliability with Cronbach’s alphas of .75 and .81. Although the skewness
and kurtosis statistics of the residuals (skewness = 0.94; kurtosis = -1.00) vary from what
is generally considered acceptable values for normal distribution, regression is robust to
this violation due to the size of the sample (n = 5,780) and removal of outliers can reduce
the probability of Type I and Type II errors and improve accuracy of estimates (Osborne
2001). Examination of the residual scatterplot revealed no violations of homoscedasticity
or linearity assumptions. Independence also did not appear to be violated.
Multicollinearity was also investigated by examining correlation among predictor
variables and was determined not to be problematic with R values ranging from 0.10 to
0.48. Based on this screening, it seemed appropriate to proceed with the regression
analysis.

Research Question 1:
The first research question addressed in this study was:
1. What is the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness?
a. Is the frequency of bullying victimization related to the level of
connectedness a student has with school?
123

b. Does the level of connectedness of students who report no experience of
bullying victimization differ from the level of connectedness of students
who report bullying victimization?
c. Is the relationship between occurrences of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
d. Is the relationship between frequency of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
A regression analysis was done to investigate the relationship between bullying
victimization and the three components of school connectedness determined by the factor
analysis: emotional safety, relationships, and extracurricular activities. The initial
analysis examined if the occurrence of victimization could be predicted by the school
connectedness components. The adjusted R2 value was 0.020 suggesting that only 2% of
the variance in the occurrence of bullying victimization is accounted for by the set of
predictors. Cohen’s effect size was computed to be .02 which can be interpreted as a
small effect size. An examination of the individual predictors showed that all were
statistically significant: emotional safety, t (5777) = -8.74; p < .0001, relationships,
t (5777) = 3.22; p = .0016, and extracurricular involvement, t (5777) =3.97; p = 0.0001.
Further examination using the regression analysis looked at the differences in level of
connectedness between students who experienced bullying victimization and those that
did not experience victimization. Results showed that although fewer students
experienced victimization, there was no difference in the proportion of variance
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accounted for by the school connectedness components for students who were not
victimized (R2 = .02).
A second regression analysis was done to examine if the frequency of
victimization could be predicted by the school connectedness components. The adjusted
R2 value was 0.011 indicating that only 1% of the variance in the frequency of bullying
was accounted for by the set of school connectedness predictor variables. A small effect
size was computed (f 2 = .01). Examination of individual predictors showed that two
predictors were statistically significant: emotional safety, t (5777) = -5.95; p <.0001 and
extracurricular involvement, t (5777) = 2.48; p = .01. Values for each predictor variable
are shown in Table 14.
Further regression analysis was done to investigate the moderating effect of
gender, race, grade level, and academic achievement on the occurrence and frequency of
bullying victimization. There was a slight increase in the proportion of variance when
these variables were added. In both the occurrence of victimization and the non
occurrence of victimization models the adjusted R2 values were .05. The only variable
that was not significant in either model was race. In the model that looked at the
frequency of victimization the R2 value was .03 indicating that 3% of the variance in
frequency of victimization was accounted for by the predictor variables. Neither race nor
gender was a significant predictor. Values for each predictor and demographic variable
are shown in Table 15.
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Table 14
t-values of Predictor Variables
Variable

t value

p value

Unstandardized
estimate

Occurrence of Victimization
Emotional safety

-8.74

<.0001

-0.15218

Relationships

3.22

0.0016

0.05840

Extracurricular involvement

3.97

0.0001

0.05322

8.85

<.0001

0.01738

Relationships

-3.46

0.0007

0.01832

Extracurricular involvement

-3.66

0.0004

0.01352

-5.94

<.0001

-0.14720

Relationships

1.41

0.1615

0.03459

Extracurricular involvement

2.48

0.0143

0.04467

Non Occurrence of Victimization
Emotional safety

Frequency of Victimization
Emotional safety
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Table 15
t-values of Predictor and Demographic Variables
Variable

t value

p value

Unstandardized
estimate

Occurrence of Victimization
Emotional safety

-9.18

<.0001

-0.15777

Relationships

3.93

0.0001

0.06928

Extracurricular involvement

4.34

<.0001

0.06267

-10.16

<.0001

-0.03589

Academic achievement

-6.01

<.0001

-0.04229

Race

-1.50

0.1348

0.07982

2.43

0.0163

0.02686

9.29

<.0001

0.15928

Relationships

-4.19

<.0001

-0.07468

Extracurricular involvement

-4.02

<.0001

-0.05890

Grade level

10.11

<.0001

0.03553

Academic achievement

5.76

<.0001

0.04133

Race

0.63

0.5302

0.00514

-2.45

0.0155

-0.02721

-6.55

<.0001

-0.15608

Grade level

Gender
Non Occurrence of Victimization
Emotional safety

Gender
Frequency of Victimization
Emotional safety
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Table 15 (continued). t-values of Predictor and Demographic Variables
Variable

t value

p value

Unstandardized
estimate

Relationships

2.09

0.0386

0.05025

Extracurricular involvement

3.14

0.0020

0.05736

Grade level

-7.48

<.0001

-0.03728

Academic achievement

-3.14

0.0021

-0.04258

Race

-1.16

0.2496

-0.01044

0.16

0.8712

0.00253

Gender

Research Question 2
A regression analysis was done to examine the second research question in the
study that asked if bullying victimization is moderated by the strength of adult-student
relationships that a student develops. Prior to proceeding with the regression analysis, a
correlation analysis was done to determine the reliability of the two questions being used
to measure adult-student relationships. The questions proved to be correlated (r = .78,
p < .0001) and had a Cronbach’s alpha indicating sufficient reliability (α = .87).
However, the adult-student relationship variable was not statistically significant and the
obtained adjusted R2 value was - 0.00016 indicating that adult-student relationships did
not account for the variance in bullying victimization. Results from a regression analysis
conducted to predict non-victimization from the strength of adult-student relationships
were similar (R2 = -0.00012). The strength of adult-student relationships were also not
significant in the frequency of victimization, t (5779) = 0.99, p = 0.3225 and accounted
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for almost none of the variance in frequency of victimization (R2 = -0.000069). Table 16
shows the values of the variables for the moderating factor of adult-student relationships.

Research Question 3
The third research question in the study asked if bullying victimization was
moderated by the strength of peer relationships that a student develops. Once again, prior
to proceeding with the regression analysis, a correlation analysis was done to determine
the reliability of the two questions being used to measure peer relationships. The
questions proved to be correlated (r = .71, p < .0001) and had a Cronbach’s alpha
indicating reliability (α = .83). A regression analysis was done to determine if the
strength of peer relationships predicted bullying victimization. The strength of peer
relationships accounted for a minute amount of variance in both the occurrence of
bullying victimization (R2 = -0.00003) and the non occurrence of bullying victimization
(R2 = -0.00009). The peer relationship variable was not significant for either the
occurrence of bullying victimization, t (5779) = -0.71; p = 0.4762 or non occurrence of
bullying victimization, t (5779) = 0.54; p = 0.59. However peer relationships did make a
significant contribution in accounting for the variance of frequency of bullying
victimization, t (5779) = -3.19; p = 0.0017 but only accounted for a very small amount of
the variance, (R2 = .003). The size of the typical prediction error was also somewhat high
considering the range of possible scores was 1 to 4; root mean square error = .59. The
values of the peer relationship variable can be found in Table 16.
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Table 16
t-values of Moderating Variables
Variable

t value

p value

Unstandardized
Estimate

Occurrence of Victimization
Adult-student relationships
Peer relationships

0.28

0.7824

0.003205

-0.71

0.4762

-0.01003

-0.52

0.6067

-0.00605

0.54

0.5900

0.00762

0.99

0.3225

0.01683

-3.19

0.0017

-0.05758

Non Occurrence of Victimization
Adult- student relationships
Peer relationships
Frequency of Victimization
Adult- student relationships
Peer relationships

Research Question 4
The final research question addressed in the study was: Does the impact of adultstudent relationships on the frequency of bullying victimization differ from the impact of
peer relationships on the frequency of bullying victimization? As seen in Table 16, peer
relationships and adult-student relationships were similar in that neither significantly
impacted the occurrence or non occurrence of bullying, but they differed in that peer
relationships did significantly impact the frequency of bullying. Another regression
analysis was done that entered both types of relationships as predictor variables for
bullying victimization. Once again, neither adult-student relationships, t (5778) = 0.81; p
= 0.4188 nor peer relationships, t (5778) = -0.96; p = 0.3370 was a statistically significant
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predictor of bullying victimization and accounted for a minimal amount of variance
(R2 = 0.00009). Neither variable was a significant predictor of non-occurrence of bullying
victimization: adult-student relationships, t (5778) = -0.98; p = 0.3268; peer relationships,
t (5778) = 0.87; p = 0.3840 and had a R2 value of 0.00009 indicating that the variables
accounted for almost none of the variance in non occurrence of victimization. However
when including both types of relationships as predictors for frequency of bullying
victimization, both were significant: adult-student relationships, t (5778) = 2.48; p =
0.0145; peer relationships, t (5778) = -3.57; p = 0.0005. The effect of the variance was
quite small with an R2 value of 0.005. The size of the typical prediction error remained
somewhat high with a root mean square error = .59.

Follow Up Analysis
Considering the weak relationships found in the original analysis, additional
analysis was done to determine if the effect of school connectedness on bullying
victimization was washed out in the factor analysis. A correlation analysis was done to
examine the relationship between all variables of interest and the occurrence of bullying
victimization. Additional variables related to discipline and school safety were also
included in the correlation matrix. No strong relationships were discovered. The variable
measuring how often students are distracted by the behavior of other students had the
strongest correlation (r = .27, p < .0001). This was followed by how often teachers punish
students in class (r = .14, p < .0001), school rules are fair (r = 14, p < .0001), and the
punishment for breaking rules is the same (r = .10, p < .0001). The complete correlation
matrix can be found in Appendix B. Since the two classroom discipline variables had not
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been considered previously, another principal factor analysis was run, again resulting in
three factors being retained. The variables that comprised the extracurricular factor
remained the same and the variables representing emotional safety and relationships fell
together in this factor analysis. Factor analysis results are shown in Table 17. A reliability
test done on the new factor showed that the new emotional safety/relationship factor had
sufficient reliability (α = .78). However, a regression analysis including the new factor
showed that the new emotional safety factor accounted for even less variance in the
occurrence of bullying victimization (R2 = .009) than the original model.

Table 17
Revised Factor Analysis including Discipline Variables
Variable

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Adult who cares about me

0.69472

0.09075

-0.04620

Adult help w/problem

0.68425

0.05938

-0.17470

Friend help w/problem

0.67462

0.27770

-0.29465

Teachers care about students

0.66588

0.04403

0.32380

Friend to talk to

0.65768

0.28399

-0.29926

Teachers treat students w/respect

0.60238

0.03450

0.38105

School rules are fair

0.46588

0.00007

0.32436

Same punishment break rules

0.43426

-0.10221

0.26867

Skip class

-0.02346

-0.01560

-0.00941

School safety; security guards

-0.06784

-0.06426

-0.06713
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Table 17 (continued). Revised Factor Analysis including Discipline Variables
Variable

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Academic club participation

0.04227

0.48187

0.05388

Service club participation

0.03726

0.36848

0.04359

School government participation

0.04560

0.36848

0.04184

Other school activities

0.02652

0.29495

0.01320

Spirit group participation

0.01463

0.22910

-0.00545

Performing arts participation

0.10404

0.88971

-0.01126

Athletics participation

0.09961

0.18301

0.05168

School safety: staff in hallways

0.00421

-0.04043

-0.01759

School safety: Code of Conduct

0.01287

-0.01925

-0.02322

-0.02553

-0.00875

-0/07778

0.01581

-0.07157

-0.30506

-0.06809

-0

-

Stay home fear of attack
How often teachers punish
How often distracted by misbehavior

One final regression analysis was done to determine if the four factors with the
highest correlation predicted the occurrence of bullying victimization. All were
statistically significant predictors: distracted, t (5776) = 14.88; p <.0001, teachers punish,
t (5776) = 3.34; p = .001, fair rules, t (5776) = -4.78, p <.0001, and same punishment,
t (5776) = -1.96, p = .05. Although still weak, this model proved to be the strongest
predictor (R2 = .09). Adding the moderating variables increased the amount of variance
accounted for (R2 = .10). Once again, neither race nor gender was a significant predictor
in the model.
133

Summary
Chapter four detailed the results of the statistical analysis done to answer the four
research questions addressed in this study. Results of factor analysis, descriptive statistics
and results of regression analyses were presented. Nearly one-third of the students
participating in the study had experienced bullying victimization with 88% reporting
frequency levels of just once or twice within the past six months. Daily bullying
victimization was reported by 2% of the students while 3% reported weekly experiences
and 7% reported victimization once or twice a month. Two thirds of students reported
participation in extracurricular activities. Most students reported that they had someone at
school to talk with and help with problems with 94% reporting relationships with peers
and 88% reporting relationships with adults. Less than 3% of respondents reported
having no relationship with either adults or peers. The majority of students indicated
having a sense of emotional safety with 76% scoring three or above on the emotional
safety construct.
Regression analysis showed that emotional safety, relationships, and
extracurricular participation were significantly related to the occurrence of bullying
victimization but only emotional safety and extracurricular participation were
significantly related to the frequency of victimization. However, the model only predicted
a small proportion of variance in the outcome, 2% for occurrence and 1% for frequency.
The addition of gender, race, grade level, and academic achievement as moderating
factors slightly increased the proportion of variance, 5% for occurrence and 3% for
frequency. Race was the only variable that did not account for a statistically significant
amount of the variance in occurrence of victimization. Race and gender were the only
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variables that did account for a statistically significant amount of the variance in the
frequency of victimization. The analysis examining adult-student relationships and peer
relationships as moderating factors showed that neither factor was a statistically
significant predictor of bullying victimization. Peer relationships were a statistically
significant predictor of frequency of victimization but accounted for little variance in the
outcome. Overall, the model of school connectedness as measured by emotional safety,
relationships, and participation in extracurricular activities predicted a very small amount
of variance in the occurrence of bullying victimization and frequency of bullying
victimization. Further analysis including additional variables from the School Crime
Supplement did not increase the proportion of variance accounted for by the school
connectedness constructs. The strongest predictors were factors related to school
discipline.
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Chapter Five
Discussion

This study is a secondary analysis of data collected in the 2005 administration of
the School Crime Supplement of the National Crime Victimization Survey. Chapter five
reviews the purpose and methodology of the study. Results and limitations are discussed
and implications of the findings as well as recommendations for future research are
presented. The chapter concludes with a summary of findings.

Overview of the Study
School bullying has gained increased attention in the United States over the past
decade, partially in response to resulting violence and more recently because of its
potential effect on student performance. As a result, an increasing number of empirical
studies examining bullying behaviors have emerged. Literature on bullying is replete with
studies highlighting the social emotional consequences of engaging in bullying behavior
or being the victim of such behavior. However, most studies focus on individual rather
than school level predictors of bullying.
A common theme throughout research in the area of school climate is that
students learn better in an environment that is characterized by support, respect, and a
sense of belonging at the school. School climate research asserts that the essential
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components for feeling connected to school include students experiencing positive
adult/student relationships and physical and emotional safety. Empirical evidence
indicates that these elements of school connectedness also serve as a protective factor for
antisocial behaviors at school (Blum, 2005; Catalano, et al., 2004; Clark, 1995). The
influence of school connectedness on the potential of becoming a victim of these
antisocial behaviors has been studied less extensively.
The primary purpose of the study was to examine whether the presence of school
connectedness serves as a protective factor diminishing bullying victimization. Gender,
race, grade level, and academic achievement were considered as moderating factors. The
role that adult to student and peer to peer relationships play in the bullying phenomenon
was also investigated. The study looked at relationship differences by investigating
whether a student’s level of school connectedness predicted bullying victimization.
Finally, it identified risk and protective factors that may allow educators to target students
at risk of victimization for proactive intervention as well as indicating prevention efforts
at the school level. The four research questions addressed in the study were:
1. What is the relationship between bullying victimization and school
connectedness?
a. Is the frequency of bullying victimization related to the level of
connectedness a student has with school?
b. Does the level of connectedness of students who report no experience of
bullying victimization differ from the level of connectedness of students
who report bullying victimization?
c. Is the relationship between occurrences of bullying victimization and
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connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
d. Is the relationship between frequency of bullying victimization and
connectedness impacted by gender, race, grade level, or academic
achievement levels?
2. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of adult-student relationships
that a student develops?
3. Is bullying victimization moderated by the strength of peer relationships that a
student develops?
4. Does the impact of adult-student relationships on the frequency of bullying
victimization differ from the impact of peer relationships on the frequency of
bullying victimization?
Based on a review of literature, a relationship between school connectedness and
bullying victimization was expected. Previous bullying research concluded that having
friends decreased the risk of bullying victimization (Fox & Boulton, 2005; Rodkin &
Hodges, 2003; Shea, 2003); therefore it was expected that the relationship would be
evident in this study as well.

Review of the Method
This secondary analysis used data collected in the 2005 administration of the
National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement. The survey asked
students to self-report incidents of crime and victimization at school as well as
perceptions and attitudes about school. The 2005 survey was administered to 7,112
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students in grades 6 through 12. Only observations with complete data for the variables
of interest were included in the study resulting in a sample size of 5,780. The variables of
interest in the study were: occurrence of bullying victimization; frequency of bullying
victimization; physical and emotional safety; involvement in extracurricular activities;
relationships at school; gender; race; grade level; and academic achievement.
Principal factor analysis was done to explore commonalities and create constructs
to measure school connectedness. A series of weighted regression analyses were
conducted to determine if the variation in the occurrence and frequency of bullying
victimization could be accounted for by the level of school connectedness as measured by
emotional safety, relationships, and involvement in extracurricular activities.

Discussion of Findings
School Connectedness and Bullying Victimization
A review of the literature on school connectedness reveals a list of standard
components that create a sense of belonging to school. A sense of physical safety is
typically included. However, in the factor analysis done to create the school
connectedness construct, school safety variables did not emerge as a factor. Subsequent
correlation analysis supported the lack of commonality and resulted in school safety
measures not being included in the school connectedness constructs. Although physical
safety is considered a component of school connectedness, the school safety measures
addressed in this particular survey may actually create a negative school climate and
promote alienation.
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Measures such as video cameras, locker searches, and metal detectors are
designed to make a school more secure but may also affect school climate. These
measures may improve the safety element of school climate for some students while for
others, creating an atmosphere of fear or intimidation resulting in a negative climate
(Peterson & Skiba, 2000). Hyman and Snook (2000) found that in schools that have
adopted law enforcement rather than educational models, there has been little evidence
for the efficacy of prevention approaches such as the use of metal detectors, increased
police presence, searches of students and lockers, or the use of student and staff
identification cards. In fact, overdependence on these tactics can have negative
consequences. In contrast, schools characterized by a respectful environment that
provides students with a sense of shared responsibility are better able to assure safety for
all. The same researchers later concluded that a school’s rush to implement unproven
police tactics and punitive procedures based on exaggerated reports of school violence
can intensify school alienation when solutions to school violence require creating positive
school climates (Hyman & Snook, 2001). Noddings (2005) agreed that solutions to the
problems of violence, alienation, ignorance, and unhappiness can not be addressed by
increasing security apparatus. Instead, she believes teachers must be allowed to interact
as whole persons and schools must develop policies that treat the school as a whole
community. The factors that were used to measure school connectedness in this study fit
into the model suggested by Noddings: the mean likert scale scores of variables
measuring emotional safety and relationships and whether a student was involved in
extracurricular activities.
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The first construct for measuring school connectedness was labeled emotional
safety and was comprised of questions relating to teachers caring about students and
treating them respectfully as well as questions pertaining to school rules and punishment
for breaking the rules. On a scale of 1 (low) to 4 (high), 76% of students placed at a level
three or above in sense of emotional safety. Less than 1% of students placed at level one
which indicated that most students felt some level of emotional safety at school.
The second school connectedness construct was labeled relationships and
included questions related to having both friends and adults at school to talk to and help
with problems. It also included having an adult at school that cares about the student.
Based on the same scale as the emotional safety construct, over 88% of participants
placed at a level three or above. Less than one half of 1% placed at a level 1 indicating
nearly all students had some type of relationship with either peers or adults. The final
measure of school connectedness was involvement in extracurricular activities. Two
thirds of students reported participating in some type of extracurricular activity.
Considering response to the three measures, most participants in the study felt a sense of
connection to school.
Nearly 29% of students in this study reported experiencing bullying victimization
(n = 1671). This is comparable to previous research that reports rates of victimization
ranging from as low as 7% to as high as 77% with most studies reporting around onethird of students being the target of bullying. A comparison of the level of school
connectedness of students who reported experiencing bullying victimization with those
who did not experience victimization revealed similar correlations leading to the
conclusion that the level of connectedness of students who did not experience bullying
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victimization did not differ from the level of connectedness of students who did
experience bullying victimization.
Regression analysis showed that although the measures of school connectedness
were statistically significant predictors of bullying victimization, there was a very weak
relationship, accounting for only 2% of variance in occurrence in bullying victimization.
A sense of emotional safety and involvement in extracurricular activities were slightly
stronger predictors than having relationships with adults and peers. Although
relationships affected the occurrence of bullying victimization, relationships were not a
significant predictor of frequency of victimization. This is contrary to previous research
that lists having friends as a protective factor for victimization and may be caused by the
combination of adult-student relationship with peer relationships in this study.
Previous research has shown that students with a high degree of school
connectedness are at less risk for engaging in delinquent behaviors. It is possible that the
relationship between school connectedness and being the victim of such delinquent
behaviors is not evident in the literature because a relationship has not been found.
Researchers in the areas of social emotional learning and risk and protective factors agree
that a safe learning environment is essential to academic success. Additionally, prior
research in school connectedness shows that a student’s sense of belonging to school and
feeling cared about at school is essential for reducing the risk of engaging in aggressive
behaviors. Results of this study suggest that the reduction of risk does not apply to the
occurrence or frequency of a student experiencing bullying victimization. Unlike the
relationship between connectedness and engaging in aggressive behaviors, the weak
relationship between the measures of school connectedness and bullying victimization
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indicates that a low level of connectedness is not a risk factor for experiencing bullying
victimization. Nor does school connectedness serve as a protective factor for
experiencing bullying victimization.
Results of the current study are comparable to those recently reported by
researchers at Johns Hopkins University. A survey of 11,000 middle school students
showed that despite evidence that school climate was improving, the self reported rate of
being bullied remained unchanged (Bradshaw, Debman, Martin, & Gill, 2006).
Outcomes of the current study also concur with findings reported in a recently published
study on adolescent bullying. Spriggs, Iannotti, Nansel, & Haynie (2007) found that
school attachment was inconsistently related to bullying behavior and that school factors
did not differentiate between victims and noninvolved peers. However, the researchers
found that both students who bullied and victims of bullying reported lower school
attachment which is in contrast to findings of this study.
The first research question also considered the impact of gender, race, grade level,
and academic achievement on the relationship between school connectedness and
bullying victimization. Nearly even numbers of males (n = 2941) and females (n = 2839)
were included in the study sample. Although fewer 6th grade students were included,
other grade were represented fairly evenly. Academic achievement was measured by self
reported grades. As expected, the distribution was skewed with 95% of students reporting
grades of C or better. The distribution of race was also skewed with 76% of the study
respondents being white students which likely had an impact on the study outcomes.
Regression analysis taking into account the effect of gender, race, grade level, and
academic achievement showed a slightly larger proportion of variance accounted for by
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the variables of interest but still only accounted for 5% of the variance in occurrence of
bullying victimization and 3% of variance in frequency of bullying victimization. Grade
level appeared as the strongest predictor of both occurrence and frequency of bullying
victimization. This supports previous research that shows grade level is inversely related
to experience of bullying.
Race was the only factor that did not make a statistically significant contribution
to the variance for either occurrence or frequency of bullying victimization. Since the
majority of participants in the sample were white students, this result needs to be
regarded with caution. Recently published research investigating bullying across
race/ethnicity yielded results that show racial/ethnicity differences in prevalence of
bullying can be observed (Spriggs, et al., 2007; Nansel et al, 2001). A national study
involving more than 11,000 adolescents found that school satisfaction was relevant for
black and Hispanic students only (Spriggs, et al.). Additionally, feeling unsafe at school
was positively associated with victimization for white students only. Another recent study
of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program found decreases in bullying for white
students only (Bauer, Lozano, & Rivara, 2007). These findings indicate that additional
research with a more diverse population is needed.
Bullying prevention researchers disagree as to a pattern in gender differences in
engaging in or experiencing bullying behavior. This study found that although gender
was a statistically significant predictor of the occurrence of bullying victimization, it was
not significant for the frequency of bullying victimization. These results suggest that
while gender impacts whether or not a student experiences bullying victimization, it
makes no difference in the frequency of the victimization. This both supports and
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contradicts previous research that maintains boys and girls engage in different types of
bullying behavior. Boys typically engage in more direct bullying such as physical
aggression which is easily observable and recognized as bullying but may be limited in
frequency whereas girls are more likely to engage in indirect bullying such as relational
aggression which is more difficult to observe and not always recognized as bullying but
generally has a more ongoing pattern.

Relationships
The last three research questions dealt with the moderating effect of adult-student
relationships and peer relationships. Research on peer relationships as a determinant of
bullying involvement abounds while studies investigating the role of adult-student
relationships is scarce. This study considered both types of relationships. Peer
relationships were measured using the mean of two likert scale questions that asked if
students had a friend at school they could talk to and go to for help with problems. Adult
to student relationships were measured using two similar questions related to adults at
school. On a scale of 1 (low) to 4 (high), 94% of students placed at a level three or above
in peer relationships and 88% placed at a level three or above in adult student
relationships indicating that most students had developed relationships at school.
The current study produced results that are inconsistent with previous research
that concludes bullying behaviors are consistently related to peer relationships. In this
study, peer relationships had a weak correlation with the occurrence of bullying
victimization. They were not a statistically significant predictor of occurrence of
victimization but were statistically significant in predicting the frequency of bullying
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victimization. However, peer relationships accounted for a very small amount of variance
in frequency of victimization. In comparison, adult-student relationships were similar in
that they were not correlated to occurrence of bullying and were not a statistically
significant predictor of occurrence of bullying victimization. Dissimilarly, adult-student
relationships were not a statistically significant predictor of frequency of bullying
victimization either.
Considering these result, the impact of adult-student relationships on the
frequency of bullying victimization does differ from the impact of peer relationships on
the frequency of bullying victimization. It appears that bullying victimization is
moderated by peer relationships but not by adult-student relationships. Prior research
underscores the importance of adult-student relationships in creating a sense of school
connectedness. The results of this study suggest that the importance does not carry over
to bullying victimization. Contrary to gender, peer relationships do not make a difference
in whether or not a student experiences bullying victimization but can have an impact in
the frequency of the victimization. This finding concurs with other research that indicates
the ineffectiveness of approaches focused solely on peer relationships (Spriggs et al.,
2007) and leads to a conclusion that successful bullying prevention initiatives must have
a comprehensive approach.

Additional Analysis
Since none of the variables of interest had a strong relationship with bullying
victimization, a correlation analysis was done to discern any possible relationship
between the individual variables of interest and the occurrence of bullying victimization.
146

Additional variables measuring school discipline and school safety were added to the
analysis. Consistent with the previous analysis, none of the variables had a strong
relationship with occurrence of bullying victimization. The strongest correlations were
with two new variables related to school discipline: how often a student is distracted by
the misbehavior of other students and how often teachers punish students in class. Having
fair rules and equal punishment for breaking the rules showed a higher correlation than
the remaining variables. Adding the new variables to the school connectedness variables
in the regression analysis actually decreased the proportion of variance accounted for by
the model. However, a regression analysis using just the four highest correlated variables
and moderating variables proved to be the strongest model for predicting the occurrence
of bullying victimization. Although still a weak relationship, it is relevant for planning
bullying prevention initiatives since discipline factors are generally not considered as
contributors to bullying problems. While adult-student relationships were not found to be
statistically related to bullying victimization, discipline factors were related. This
supports the conclusion reached by Olweus (1993) that the attitudes, routines, and
behaviors of school personnel can be a contributing force in bullying behavior.
Additional research investigating the impact of educator’s discipline style and strength
would be beneficial.

Implications
The present study contributes to the prevention education research base and
enhances knowledge of what works to address bullying in schools. If the information
discovered in this study is correct, the implications of the findings are that bullying
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problems in school cannot simply be addressed by working to create a positive school
climate. Increasing a student’s sense of connectedness to school and building
relationships with students are not sufficient components for a bullying prevention
program given that they do not have a strong impact on bullying victimization. Although
school connectedness is considered a key to reducing the risk of engaging in aggressive
behaviors, it does not appear to reduce the risk of being a victim of bullying
victimization. Considering prior research, the weak relationship between school
connectedness and bullying victimization found in this study may have resulted from the
focus on occurrence and frequency rather than the victim’s response to bullying
victimization. A student’s decision to report bullying, assertively address the problem, or
respond with violence may be related to his/her level of school connectedness. This
possible relationship warrants further study.
Even though bullying may have a negative impact on the climate of a school
(Limber & Small, 2003; Batsche & Knoff, 1994), there is not a clear inverse relationship.
School climate does not have the same effect on bullying victimization. To create a
school climate that discourages bullying, school staff must be aware of the extent of
bully-victim problems in their school and make a commitment to reduce or eliminate
bullying (Peterson & Skiba, 2000). Simply developing a relationship with students is not
enough.
Results of this study are relevant to planning successful bullying prevention
initiatives. Previous research shows up to a 50% reduction in bullying behavior when a
school implements a school wide bullying prevention program that includes school,
classroom, individual, and community components (Olweus, 1993). The current study
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supports the finding that a comprehensive approach is needed to address bullying in
school effectively. Specific strategies that increase awareness of bullying, teach students
how to respond to bullying, and address individuals involved in bullying behaviors
appear to be essential in a successful bullying prevention initiative.

Study Limitations
The current study has the strength of a large national sample but there are
limitations that emerged as analysis was completed limiting the ability to generalize the
findings. The lack of diversity in the study sample caused concern in that it may have
skewed the results restricting the ability to generalize findings to schools serving students
from varied racial or ethnic backgrounds.
Another possible limitation is non response. A potential 11,525 students were
eligible to take part in the survey but only 7,112 actually participated. Analysis of non
response found evidence that respondents from households with an income of $35,000 or
more had higher response rates than those from households with lower incomes and
respondents living in urban areas had lower response rates than those living in rural or
suburban areas (Dinkes, et al., 2006). Weighting adjustments were made to reduce the
problem of non response bias and the weighted data was used in this study. Unit non
response poses another potential limitation. The survey was confidential but was not an
anonymous survey. Therefore, students who did not feel connected to school or who were
victims of bullying may have chosen not to provide accurate responses. Students often do
not report being the victim of bullying out of embarrassment or fear of retaliation

149

(Olweus, 1993). These same feelings may have caused participants to skip the questions
related to bullying causing them to be removed from the study sample.
The study design and survey instrument also posed several limitations. Since the
study was a secondary analysis, follow up with respondents was not possible. A
qualitative component to the study would have clarified and possibly strengthened the
findings. Many of the questions used a Likert scale ranking so comparisons of the degree
of differences in rating the strength of connectedness components and relationships could
not be made. For example, one student’s perception of the punishment for breaking rules
being fair for all students may be very different than another’s perception of the same
question. The School Crime Supplement survey asked questions about bullying
victimization but did not address students engaging in bullying behaviors or witnessing
bullying happening to others. Data from students who bully and bystanders would have
provided a more complete understanding of the role that school connectedness and
relationships play in school bullying. Another missing element in the School Crime
Supplement survey was cyberbullying. Although a relatively new form of bullying,
research shows that it is an increasing problem. By overlooking this form of bullying in
the survey, the rate of bullying victimization may be artificially deflated. Since
cyberbullying is typically begun in a more anonymous manner with no face to face
contact or immediate feedback, there may be a unique correlation with school
connectedness or relationships with adults and peers at school. This merits further study.
Risk and protective factor research indicates that school climate and
connectedness influence aggressive behaviors. There has been minimal research
examining the influence of school climate on being the recipient of the aggressive
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behaviors. This may be due to the lack of a relationship between the two. Based on the
results of this data analysis, a relationship between school connectedness and bullying
victimization is very weak and may not exist at all. It is also possible that the survey
instrument and study design could not find the relationship due to lack of power.
Although the sample size was large, sampling stratification may have contributed to a
lack of power. It is also reasonable to consider that the questions on the survey instrument
could not find the nuances of school connectedness that are related to bullying
victimization and that results from another survey designed specifically for this purpose
would find a stronger relationship.

Recommendations for Future Research
The results of this study contribute to the empirical research base exploring school
level factors and bullying in schools. Although a strong relationship between school
connectedness and bullying victimization was not found in this study, previous evidence
of the consequences of bullying victimization make further research necessary. Despite
the limitations noted in the previous section, findings can provide direction for future
studies. In fact, certain limitations present opportunity for additional research.
The National Crime Victimization Survey School Crime Supplement was
designed to gather information about school related victimization on a national level. The
survey covered a variety of potential school crime scenarios; bullying was only a small
piece of the information collected. Additional research using alternate instrumentation
designed specifically to investigate the relationship between school connectedness and
bullying behaviors is recommended. Considering the stronger relationship between
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school discipline factors and the occurrence of bullying victimization found in this study,
new instrumentation should include variables to measure a teacher’s discipline style and
the effectiveness of classroom management strategies. A mixed methods research design
that allows for follow up with the respondents would strengthen the study. Any further
research in this area needs to include a diverse population to determine effective
strategies for various populations.
The current study focused only on bullying victimization. Although a strong
relationship between school connectedness and bullying victimization was not found,
prior research asserts that there is a relationship between school connectedness and
aggressive behaviors. Additional research is needed to determine if this relationship
exists for students engaging in bullying behavior. Studies to investigate the impact of
school connectedness on the response of bystanders would also provide valuable
information for determining strategies to include in a comprehensive bullying prevention
program.
Cyberbullying is a form of bullying that has not been studied extensively until
recently. Although cyberbullying often occurs from outside the school campus, it can
carry over to the school environment. It is recommended that research examining the
relationship between school connectedness and cyberbullying be conducted to provide a
more complete picture of this emerging problem.
Finally, recent school violence, such as that at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University, continues to increase the desire to create school climates that reduce the
risk for victimization and violence. In light of this ubiquitous concern, further research on
school safety factors is needed. As schools are looking for ways to create safe campuses,
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overlooking emotional safety could have devastating consequences. Referring back to the
Secret Service findings that two thirds of school shooters had been victims of bullying
(Brady, 2001), school safety implies more than hardening the target with locks, fences
and armed security. Although this particular study did not find a correlation, a study
designed specifically to look at school safety factors and school connectedness as it
relates to bullying victimization may find a relationship that provides valuable insight to
school safety efforts.

Summary
Empirical research suggests that creating schools that are both physically and
emotionally safe is an integral component of student success. Findings from this
secondary analysis of data from the 2005 National Crime Victimization Survey School
Crime Supplement add to the research base by providing information about the
relationship between school connectedness and bullying victimization. The information
can be used to help schools create effective bullying prevention programs.
While bullying prevention programs can contribute to a positive school climate, results of
this study indicate that strategies to improve climate cannot be the sole component of
bullying prevention initiatives. A very weak relationship between school connectedness
and bullying victimization was found suggesting that more than emotional safety,
involvement in school activities, and positive relationships with adults and peers are
needed to effectively address bullying victimization in schools. A comprehensive
approach that teaches staff and students that bullying is unacceptable and empowers them
to address bullying behaviors is required. Additional research to determine the most
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effective strategies for addressing students who bully, victims of bullying, and the
bystanders who witness bullying is needed to support development of successful bullying
prevention and intervention programs designed to address the needs of all students in the
school.

.
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Appendix A: School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey
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Appendix A: (Continued)
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Appendix A: (Continued)
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Appendix A: (Continued)
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Appendix A: (Continued)
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Appendix A: (Continued)
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Appendix B: Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Variables with Bullied
N = 5780
Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0

emotsafe relation extracurr race
VS014 VS028 VS029 VS030 VS031
-0.12215 -0.00271 0.05198 -0.01387 -0.12317 -0.01989 0.02327 0.07905 0.01949
<.0001 0.8367 <.0001
0.2919 <.0001
0.1305 0.0769 <.0001 0.1384

VS032 VS033 VS034 VS035 VS036 VS037 VS038 VS039 VS040
0.03263 0.01495 0.03264 -0.02946 -0.02393 0.01273 0.03523 -0.00600 0.00166
0.0131 0.2557 0.0131 0.0251 0.0689 0.0.3333 0.0074 0.6484 0.8997

VS041 VS042 VS043 VS045 VS046 VS047 VS048 VS049 VS050
0.04891 -0.02798 -0.00648 -0.13732 -0.10277 0.07433 0.08325 0.08583 -0.03913
0.0002 0.0334 0.6221 <.0001
0.0334 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001
<.0001

VS051 VS052 VS053 VS054 VS055 VS116 VS123 VS126 VS129
-0.07304 0.00246 0.00747 -0.00439 -0.01465 0.09150 -0.06078 -0.10001 0.27340
0.0029 0.8515 0.5701
0.7384 0.2654 <.0001
<.0001
<.0001 <.0001

VS130 VS131
VS133
0.13912 -0.02449 -0.08154
<.0001 0.0627 <.0001

V3018 V3024
0.02978 0.06159
0.0236 <.0001

Variable

Label

bully
emotsafe
relation
extracurr
race
VS014
VS028
VS029
VS030
VS031
VS032
VS033
VS034
VS035
VS036
VS037
VS038
VS039
VS040
VS041

SCHOOL GRADE LAST 6 MONTHS
EXTRA-CURR: ATHLETICS
EXTRAC-CURR: SPIRIT GROUPS, PEP
EXTRA-CURR: ARTS
EXTRA-CURR: ACADEMICS
EXTRA CURR: SCHOOL GOVERNMENT
EXTRA-CURR: SERVICE CLUBS
EXTRA-CURR: OTHER SCHOOL ACTIVITIES
SCHOOL SAFETY: SECURITY GUARDS
SCHOOL SAFETY: STAFF/ADULTS IN HALLWAY
SCHOOL SAFETY: METAL DETECTORS
SCHOOL SAFETY: LOCKED DOORS
SCHOOL SAFETY: VISITORS SIGN IN
SCHOOL SAFETY: LOCKER CHECKS
SCHOOL SAFETY: BADGES
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Appendix B: (Continued)
VS042
VS043
VS045
VS046
VS047
VS048
VS049
VS050
VS051
VS052
VS053
VS054
VS055
VS116
VS123
VS126
VS129
VS130
VS131
VS133
V3024

SCHOOL SAFETY: SECURITY CAMERAS
SCHOOL SAFETY: CODE OF CONDUCT
SCHOOL RULES ARE FAIR
SAME PUNISHMENT FOR BREAKING RULES
SCHOOL RULES STRICTLY ENFORCED
STUDENTS KNOW PUNISHMENTS
TEACHERS TREAT STUDENTS WITH RESPECT
TEACHERS CARE ABOUT STUDENTS
TEACHERS MAKE STUDENTS FEEL BAD
ADULT AT SCHOOL WHO CARES ABOUT ME
SCHOOL HAS ADULT WHO HELPS W PROBLEMS
HAVE FRIEND AT SCHOOL TALK TO
FRIEND AT SCHOOL WHO HELPS W PROBLEMS
STAY HOME: THOUGHT SOMEONE ATTACK OR HARM YOU
KNOW STUDENTS BROUGHT GUN TO SCHOOL
GANGS AT SCHOOL
HOW OFTEN DISTRACTED BY STUDENTS MISBEHAVING
HOW OFTEN TEACHERS PUNISH STUDENTS
SKIP CLASSES
GRADES
HISPANIC ORIGIN
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